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He TO THE = 
READ ER. 
Reader, 1 ee. 
3 His Reply was drawn up, and thus directed to 
} Mr. Taylor, before there was the leaſt Suſpi- 
cion of his death. It was a long t ime before any return 
to ſuch a Book was thought neceſſary : which was the 
only Reaſon why this did not ſhow it ſelf ſooner. But 
when it appear d that ſome were ſo weak as to triumph 
in that Performance of his, it was judg'd proper that 
ſomething ſhould be ſaid to it, that the World might ſee 
whether Mr. Taylor were really ſo very terrible an Adver- 
ſary, or the cauſe of the Diſſenters ſo very good a Cauſe, 
If the Publication of it ſince He is now dead, needs any 
= Apology, I think it a ſufficient one, that here is very 
little perſonal in it, hardly any notice taken of his 
Heat and Paſſion, his uncharitable Cenſures , or thoſe 
Indlecencies which his very Friends muſt own are ſpread 
"through his Treatiſe: Nor any thing done here, but 
his Arguments fairly, and honeſtly ſtated and examin'd. 
As this Reply was not at firſt deſign'd to triumph 
oder a living Man, ſo neither is it now publiſh'd to 
triumph over the Memory of a dead Man, but to an- 
1 wn. A 2 ſwer 


 ſwer his Reaſonings. If you think it worth your 


while to lay his Book before you, you will ſee whether J 
follow him cloſely, whether I deal fairly with him, whe- 


ther I repreſent his Arguments honeſtly , and whether 
I make ſufficient returns to them. And after you have 
con ſider d the Matter, I muſt leave you to judge whe- 
ther Mr. Taylor's Reaſonings can be defended by the 
Laws of Logic, any more than his whole Behaviour 
in this Cauſe, by the Rules of the Goſpel. I hope, 1 
have tranſereſs'd neither; tho, I confeſs, I could have 
been tempted to ſome Indecencies , when I met with 
ſuch Unchriſtian Uſage of a Perſon, whoſe whole Life 


hath been. one continued Endeavour to ſerve the Chri- 
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ſtian Cauſe, and whoſe admirable Writings have pro-. 


cured Him ſo univerſal and eſtabliſh'd a Reputation. 
Mr. Taylor's Preface is fill'd with two Com- 
plaints, manag d with abundance of Heat and Fire. 
His firſt Complaint is, That the Diſſenters have 
been charged with Rebellion. Here I defire you 


would obſerve, be praduces no Authors that charge this 


upon them, nor any of the Reaſons why this WMS ever 
charg d upon them. He ſays indeed it was becauſe they 
could not ſwallow the Doctrine of Abſolute Non-re- 


fiftance, c. But he knows this Charge hath been of 


a very long date, and was firſt grounded on thoſe un- 
ſpeakable Miſeries, that Civil War, that horrid Mur- 


ther of a good Prince, that breach in our Conſtitution, 


which ſome Men's Principles defended and brought 


about. 
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9 about. However Mr. Taylor confeſſes this Charge is 
ai aſide, and hath been for many years. Where 


= then, ſay I, is his love to Peace, or deſire of Chri- 


ſtian Unity, to rev ive the Diſcourſe of it with ſo much 
Violence and Paſſiun? Tho I muſt obſerve that this 
Charge ſtill remains upon thoſe on whom it was at fir t 
: 7 juſtly fixt, and upon the Principles that brought ſuch 
Confuſion and Calamities upon the Nation. But, 
Z Reader, the Deſigns Mr. Taylor appears to have had 
in mentioning it were theſe, 1. That he might give 
himſelf occaſion to abuſe Dr. Sherlock, to quote, 
and interpret, and repreſent him as he pleas'd : 
A Defign, which I think I may ſay (without the 
_ »Imputation of Cenſoriouſneſs) he proſecutes from 
beginning to ending, without Sincerity, Charity, or 
Decency. And, 2. That he might inſinuate that all 
who have not embraced thoſe Notions of the Non- 
conformiſts about Government on which the C harge 
of Rebellion had been formerly founded, could not 
be hearty Friends to their Country, or good Sub- 
eas to King William: When yet nothing is more 
\rapparent than theſe following Things, I. That 
"thoſe who ran farthes from their looſe Principles 
founded all their Notions upon this one thing, The 
Peace and Advantage of the Society they belong'd to; 
and always argued from thence. 2. That the Princi- 
ples which fir gave occaſion to the Charge of Rebel- 
lion are as bad as ever, and may be abhorr'd as juſtly 


by the bet Subjects, as by the greate ſt Enemies King 
William ever had, 3. That they who come over to a 
Gorernment now eſtabliſh'd, tho' they do not like the 
Methods by which it was eſtabliſbd, ond bring over 
with them their Principles of Paſſive Obedience and 
Non-refiſtance are as good Subjects, and ought to be 


ſo accounted as thoſe whoſe Obedience is founded on any 


other Reaſon. And, 4. That thoſe Men's Principles 
cannot be thought the moſt for the Intereſt of this 


Country, whoſe Practices have been the cauſe of ſuch 


irreconcileable Diviſions and Heats in it. But enough 


of this, which I ſhould never have touch'd upon, had 


not Mr. Taylor's intemperate Pen unavoidably led me 
to it. on 
His Second Complaint, and that upon which he 


chiefly founds the neceſſity of his late appearance in 
Print, is, That ſeveral Perſons among the Conformiſts 


(whom he names and paſſes what Cenſure he pleaſes up- 
on) and eſpecially, The Authors of the London 
Caſes, have endeavcur-d to ſhow that the Separation 
the Diſſenters have made from the Church of Eng- 
land is an unreaſonable, unneceſſary , and therefore 
finful Separation: And that one of them, in parti- 
cular, has endeavour d to prove, That Schiſmaticks 


from a particular ſound Church, are Schiſmaticks 
from the Catholick Church: Which Propoſttion | 


why it ſhould incenſe our Diſſenters, who will never 
grant themſelves Schiſmaticks from a particular 
Church, I cannot tell, unleſs they are inwardly con- 


ſcious 
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¶ [cious they are ſo. This is the true State of the Caſe, W 
which Mr. Taylor, in his healing and peaceful way of 
Speaking, calls throwing the Diſſenters heaps upon 
TY heaps into Hell, and I know not what. But where 
is the Crime of theſe Authors? Are they to ſuffer their 
People to be drawn from them, and not to open their 
= Mouths * Or, Is it a Crime to do this with Chriſtian 
Temper and Calmneſs, as they did? This Charge 
ſagainſt the Diſſenters does, I confeſs, ſtill remain, 
and whether Mr. Taylor hath demonſtrated it to be 
groundleſe and unreaſonable, must be left to others to 
Judge. If I had thought he bad, I'm ſure I ſhould 
Inot have endeavour d to have ſhown the contrary. 

3 The Chapters in this Reply anſwer exactly to 
Mr. Taylor's. In the Eight firſt is contain d the 
Vindication of the Dean of St. Paul's: And in 
theſe, He gives me leave to ſay, 1 have repreſented his 
Senſe truly. In the Ninth and laſt Chapter Mr. Tay- 
Mor's Principles of Separation, or the Arguments on 


which his Vindication of the Diſſenters is founded, are 
Bfrated, and examin d: And in this, I hope, I have 1 
aid nothing that any Conformiſt ought to diſomn. j 
Rf you ſhould think that I fall upon the Matter in hand 
too abruptly, and perſue it too intently, I deſire you to 
remember, that tho this is a way of managing Con- 
rover ſies leaſt of all for the Pleaſure and Diverſion 
2 many Readers, yet that it is alſo leaſt of all liable 

e 2 just Offence, becauſe muS guarded from Un- 
hriſtian and Unmanly Indecencies. 
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ADVERTISEMENT. 


Lately Printed for Tim. Childe, at the White-Hart 
at the WII of St. Paul s Church-yard. 


Letter to Mr. Fleetwood, occaſion'd by his late Eſſay | L 
on Miracles. Quarto. | Y 
Some Thoughts on a Convocation, ind the N otion of its 
Divine Right. With ſome Occaſional Reflections on The 
Defence of the J indication of the Depriv'd Biſhops. Written 3 
by Mr. R.Weff. Quarto. 4 

The Eſſays or Councils, Civil and Moral, of Sir Francis 
Bacon, Lord Verulam, Vicount St. Albans. With a Table 
of the Colours of Good and Evil, and a Diſcourſe of the 
Wiſdom of the Ancients. Newly Reprinted with Addition 
of the Character of Queen Elixabeth. Octavo. bs 

The Engliſh Hiſtorical Library, Part Third. Giving an ! 
Account of our Records, Law-books and Coins, from the 1 
Conqueſt to the End of Queen Elizabeth*'s Reign: So far as 
they are ſerviceable to Hiſtory. By V. Nicolſon Arch- dea. 1 
con of Carlile. Otavo. F | 

The Scottiſh Hiſtorical Library: Containing a ſhort View 
and Character of moſt of the Writers, Records, Regiſters, 
 Law-books, Cc. which may be ſerviceable to the Under. 1 
takers of a General Hiſtory of Scotland, down to the Union 1 
of the Two Kingdoms in King James VI Rad W. Nicolſon 4 
Arch- deacon of Carlite. Octavo. K. 
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w WI OUR firſt Chapter is rather an endeavour to pre- 
x Y judice your Reader againſt the Dean, as a Perſon 
7 utterly uncapable of writing common Senſe clear- 

* and conſiſtently, than to propoſe any thing that has the 

ſon Faſt relation to the main Deſign of your Book. But be- 

Fauſe you think You have advanced ſomewhat that looks 

ike a Proof of this Charge, my purpoſe of following you, 

here ever you have any thing that has but the face of 


— Fs 
— ws FT 


wy 


n Argument, obliges me to conſider it. 


„ the Dean gives the World of a Church. So he calls it 
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The firſt Inſtance you produce relates to the Deſcription 


more than once, and what Authority you have to call it 
a Definition I know not. If you are ſo exact a Logician 


what is meant by a Church, and a Chriſtian Church, i. e. what 


z5 meant by a Chriſtian Charch. p.1. When He firſt givesa 


deſcription of a Church, p. 1. and ſome time after tells 
us what the Chriſtian Church is, p. 5. when He inſtances * 
inthe Jewiſh as well as Chriſtian Church in his explication 
of this deſcription, p. 3, 5. when this deſcription was pre- 
mis'd in order to ſettle the nature of the one Chriſtian Church * 
diſpers'd-thro' the whole World; When a Writer I ſay, 7 
has done all this, and more, one would (as you ſay) be inclin'd Þ 
to ſuppoſe He mean't a Church in the general notion of it; un- 
leſs one was reſolv'd not to underſtand the plaineſt words. 
But ſtill you are ſure there is ſomewhat amiſs here, for 

(p. 3.) This clear Writer (ſo you are pleas'd'to call the Dean) 
never tells us what the Catholic Church is, nor what the Church © 
of England 7s, zor wherein either the one or the other of theſe are 
diſtinguiſhd from a Church in the general Notion of it. This is 
ſtrange indeed, when firſt He deſcribes a Church in the gen. 
oral notion, and (p. 5.) in plain words deſcribes the _—_ $ 

urch 
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as you pretend every where to be, and ſo nice in the ſig- 
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nification of Words as you would have the World think 
you are by this Chapter, you know there is ſome dif- 
_ - ference between a Deſcription» and Definition. The De- 
| ſcription the Dean gives of a Church is this, That it is « 
Body, or ſociety of Men ſeparated from the reſt of the World, 
and united to God, and to themſelves, by a divine Covenant, 
Your chief cavil upon this Head, beſides thoſe reſerved for 
another Chapter, is this; That the Dean does not give warn- * 
ing before-hand what Church, of that long Catalogue you pro- 
duce, He means. Indeed you grant that one that reads the Þ 
Dean's Diſcourſe, mould be inclin'd to ſuppoſe that He intends 
it as a deſcription of a Church in the general Notion of it, It 
would be very hard if he ſhould not, and the fault muſt lie in 
his own want of underſtanding and not in the Dean's want 
of clearneſs. When a Writer ſays expreſsly he will explain 
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Church to be that ſociety of Men that is in Covenant with God, 
I thro? Chriſt, No one can underſtand any thing by the 
= Chriſtian Church here, but the Univerſal Chriſtian Church; 
and if the laſt words thro? Chriſt are not ſufficient to ſhow 
22 wherein the Chriſtian Church is diſtinguiſh'd from a Church 
in the general notion of it, then no words can do it. So 
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that here is a diſtin&t and clear account of what the Catho- 


Ja Church in the general notion of it; or rather, if we 
2X would ſpeak more exactly than you yourſelf do, how it is 
or diftinguiſh'd from other Churches. But the Dean does not 
tell you what the Church of England is, and how that is di- 
2 /tingaſh'd, &c. But, does He not tell you what is ſufficient 
co all the purpoſes of that diſcourſe of His? Is it not clear 
from ev*ry Page almoſt of it, that he looks upon the Church 
of England as a part of that Society diſpers'd thro' the 
World, as a Member of that one Body of Chriſt, the one 
nt Univerſal Church? as that part of it which we ſay is eſta- 
in bliſh'd in England, under the government of Biſhops ? 

as that part of it from which you have ſeparated ? and I 
22 ſuppoſe there needed no ſuch nice and diſtin&t Form of 
words to tell you which that was. 5 
But you proceed, Tea, one would think that he denied that 
there were any particular Church at all (P. 3.) as the Reader 


1 Chriſt : And yet He himſelf calls particular Churches, Churches. 
Now, who that was not reſolv'd to endeavour to make 
his Adverſary ridiculous, rather than anſwer his Argu- 


fl J ments, would have brought ſuch Trifles as this into the Di- 


for q ſpute? If you have read the Diſcourſe you oppoſe, You 


n) muſt know that it was the Dean's deſign to obſerve, that 


rch the Church of Chriſt is one, as the Body of Chriſt can be but one, 
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Flick Chriſtian Church is, and how it is diſtinguiſh'd from 


may ſee at his leaſure. The Abſurdity you charge the Dean 
2 with here is, that he ſays, There is but one Church, one body of 


and to make this plain to the meaneſt underſtandings ; that 
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there muſt be diſtini# C n. 57 of Chriſtians, yet that there \ 


is but one Church, one body of Chriſt. All this dos not hinder 
in the leaſt but that He may conform himſelf to the uſual 
ways of expreſſion, and call theſe particular parts of the one 
Church, Churches, without that groſs Contradiction you 
think you have diſcover'd. Nor does He want your help to 
bring him off, who (as in many other places, ſo here parti- 
cularly)firſt miſtake Him, and then frame ſuch Anſwers for 
Him, as you can ſhew your Wit moſt upon. Who do's 
not ſee that when the Dean ſays, This Church can't be divid. 
ed into two or more Churches, He means this as an obſervati- 
on on the unity of the Church inſtituted by God; and an 
obſervation not wholly uſeleſs, but levePd againſt ſuch Per- 
ſons as were ſo weak as to think that mo Churches which 
were not Members of each other could both be the Churches % 
of Chriſt. This He expreſſes more plainly ( Caſep. 8. 
where he explains diſtinct and ſeparate Churches to be 
Churches that are not Members of each other. So that what njie 
ſays may be reduc'd to this. There is but one Body of 
Chriſt, but one Church. Two diſtinct Societies of Men 
(called Churches) which are not in Communion with, or 
Members of, each other, cannot be both of them Bodies of 
Chriſt, becauſe Chriſt can have but one Body: And they can- 
not both of them make up this one Body, becauſe they are 
not Members of each other; ſo that He do's not deny, but 
that the Church may be divided into two or more particu - 
lar Churches (as they are commonly call'd) which are 
Members one of another: But his plain deſign is to obſerve, 
that two particular Churches (as they are called) that are 
not Members of each other, can neither be two Bodies of 
Chriſt, nor both together conſtitute the oneBody of Chriſt. # 
Now, Inſtead. of the ſenſe you have affixed to the Dean's * 
words out of your own head (p. 5.) pray take this, The Uni. 
 werſal Church can't be divided into, or can't be made up of, par. 
ticular, diſtinct, ſeparate Churches, not Members of each other ; 3 
and 
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and try again what monſtrous Abſurdity there is in this: 
for the Abſurdity you have already diſcover'd is founded 
upon your own Words, and not the Dean's ; and ſo is an 


Abſurdity of your own making, delign'd as one would 


think to give your ſelf an opportunity of being witty. And, 
becauſe the Dean's Abſurdity in another of his Writings is 
brought in to grace your Triumph, I mult, contrary to my 


deſign, ſtop to tell you, that a Man fo skill'd in Logic as you 


are, unleſs he was determin'd to think and ſay any thing 
to his Adverſary's diſcredit, would rather think Unzver/ſal 


Parts, an ejrour of the Preſs, for Univecal Parts, eſpeci- 


ally when in the ſame Sentence they are explain'd to be 
Parts that have the ſame Nature with the whole; than draw 
it in hither to make your Charge of Abſurdity and Nonſenſe 


look the more ſubſtantial: And ſo I aſſure you it is cor- 


rected in ſeveral Copies of that Book you quote for it, and 
has been, ever ſince the Book was Printed. = 
But you proceed to examine the Proof He propoſes of 
this Paradox (as you call it) and that is this, I 7s extremely 
abſurd and unreaſonable, to ſay that the Chriſtian Church, which is 
built upon the ſame Foundation, and hath the ſame Faith, the ſame 
Promiſes, the ſame Privileges, ſhould be divided into as diſtin, 
and ſeparate Bodies, tho of the ſame kind and nature, as Peter, 


James, and John are diſtinet Perſons, tho they partake of the 
[ame common Nature. And the Dean explains himſelf in 
the next Words, That is, it is very abſurd to ſay, that where 

every thing is common, there is not one Community. Aud the 


Sentence is concluded with words as plain, That where there is 
nothing to diſtinguiſh and ſeparate, no Encloſures or Partitions 
of Divine appointment, there can be, by divine Inſtitution, but 
one Body. Where it is evident, he is ſpeaking of the Church, 
conſider'd as inſtituted by Chriſt, as the Body of Chriſt, 
as a Society conſtituted by divine Appointment, made up of 
parts which muſt be Members one of another, in order to 
conſtitute this one Body; and therefore conſequently, not 
di. 


"diviſible into diſtinCt and ſeparate Parts, not Members one 
of another. This is plainly the Dean's meaning, which 
You either miſunderſtand, or miſrepreſent when you come 
to make your Comments upon it. For inſtance, you ſay, 
it is plain from hence, that there cannot be two or more particular 
and numerically diftinf Churches, in the Dean's opinion: 
And then you run on, we muſt no more ſay, the Church of 
Geneva, the Church of England, &c. I dare aſſure you that 
it was not the Dean's deſign to regulate the common Forms 
of expreſſion in the World, which He himſelf complies 
with thro' this whole Diſcourſe, much leſs was it in his 
thoughts to teach the niceties of Language to ſo great a 
Maſter of it as you have ſhew'd your ſelf. But if you 
| mean by particular, and numerically- diſtinct Churches, parts 
i that conſtitute the one Body of Chriſt, and are Members 
: one of another, the Dean is as far from ſaying what you 
charge him with, as you are: But if you underſtand by 

diſtinot Churches, ſeparate Bodies, or Societies of Men, not 

Members one of another, as you ought to do if you would op- 
poſe Him in this, then He does ſay it: And it is ſo plain a 
truth, that He only mentions the contrary as an Abſurdity 

apparent at firſt ſight. ; 8 

Again, from hence, you ſay, according to our Aut hour, the 
Church of Geneva, of Holland, of Rome, and of England 
| have nothing at all to diſtinguiſh them from each other; they have 
all things common, they have no peculiar Privileges, and there- 
fore they are, and can be but one Church ; and then you learn- 
edly obſerve their Eccleſiaſtical Polity to be ſufficient to diſt in= 
guiſh them. p. 6, 7. But how this can be any thing to your 
purpoſe I cannot ſee. The Dean is obſerving, that the one 

Society, the one Body of Chriſt, cannot be made up of parts 

as diſtin from one another as Peter, James and John, who 

are not Members one of another. He is ſpeaking of this 

Church conſider'd as conſtituted what it is by divine Ap- 

pointment, and proving it one Body by the 1 1 
Chri 


* 


7 


(7) 


Chriſt. And from hence you gather, that He thinks parti- 


cular parts of this Society, which have all things common, 
that is, all things of divine Appointment, all things eſſen- 
tial to make them parts of the one Chriſtian Church (forit 
is of ſuch things only he is ſpeaking) may not have ſeveral 


things to diſtinguiſh them from each other, not of divine 


Appointment , not appointed by God as Eſſential to a 
Church. 'Till you can produce ſomewhat appointed by God 
as Eſſential to a Church, and ſhew that they differ from one 


another in the poſſeſſing, or not poſſeſſing this;and alſo prove 


notwithſtanding this, that ev*ry one of them are churches, true 
Parts of the Univerſal Society of Chriſtians (which is impoſ- 

fible) you argue againſt your ſelf and not againſt the Dean. 
But you have not yet done with this Argument, for you 
quote a Book of the Dean's, not from your own ſight it 
ſeems, but as you find it quoted by Mr. Baxter; in which 


you ſay, He has diſcover'd two Univerſal viſible Gharches, & c. 
I'fuppoſe this is a piece of Mr. Baxter's Wit. What it was 
that gave him occaſion to ſay ſo, the Reader may fee at 
large in the Vindication of the Defence of Dr. Stilling fleet, . 
not p. 164, as Mr. B. direQs, but p. 64, 65, &c. 
The next inſtance you give of the Dean's want of clear- 


neſs, is only a Cavil againſt an Expreſſion very frequently 


us d by as good Writers as your ſelf, very eaſily underſtood ' 
by ev'ry Reader, and therefore very allowahle by all the 
rules of Language. And your Quotation out of the Scrip- 


ture, and Grotiuss Note upon it, only ſerve to ſhew, that 
there is theſame obſcure expreſſion (as you call it) exactly 


both in Greek and Latin. 


The laſt Proof you advance to make good the Title of 
this Chapter is taken from this Poſition, That Church. com- 


munion, is Charch-anion. (p. .) Theſe words thus put to- 


gether I find not in the Dean's Treatiſe ; tho” I think, ſince. 
it is the Dean you have fix't upon to oppoſe and indeed to 
abuſe, that it 1s but juſt you ſhould give your Reader his - 

5 . OW 
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own words. By Charch-communion he ſays, is to be underſtood 
Charch-fellow ſhip, or Society: And, what Union is in natural 
Bodies, that Communion is in Bodies Politick. Caſe p. 10. 
Another Man, you ſay, would have thought Union ſomething 
prerequiſite to Communion. So it is plain the Dean does, 
when Communion is taken in the ordinary ſenſe of the 
word, for a Perſonal and preſential Communion inChriſtian 
Offices (Caſe p. 10.) and in this Senſe he often uſes it him- 
ſelf. But he may obſerve (for all that) that the true ſigni- 
fication of the word Communion, is Fellonſhip, and Soci- 
24%, and ſo that Church-Communion is that Union to Chriſt, 
which is antecedent to the Exerciſe of Communion. 
Thus all your diſcourſe about T autology proves nothing 
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i to your purpoſe: tho? I muſt tell you (with your good leave) 
Wh that there are Tautolog ies, which are not blameable,frequent 
. in the beſt Writers, and, I believe, unavoidable in all. I will 
i give you one inftance t. 5 out of = * whom it 
bk is very plain vou take for a great Maſter of Language. 
[7 Lou e ſelf have not wrote e Page farther than TER | 
Fi fore you are guilty of it: For I take Writing after a per pleœꝰt 
5 A and intricate rate (as you ſpeak p. 10.) to be neither bet- 
i ter nor worſe than, Writing after à perplex't and perplex't rate. 
* Thus have I tollow'd you cloſely thro” this firſt Chapter. 
i And now, if after I have Examin'd this threatning Be- 
I ginning, I ſhould tell the Reader (as you do of the Dean 
14 before you have Examin'd any one Argument of his, 
Mi P.2.) That this is an Earneſt of what we are to expect from 
i. ou, I ſhould do much better than you did, and yet I 
li think I ſhould not do right neither. For we are not to. 
i prejudice the By-ſtanders by any ſuch Artifices againſt the 
i Arguments we oppoſe. All that I deſign'd here, was to 
i remove thoſe Prejudices you have endeavour'd to caft in 
li your Reader's way ; to ſhew him how little Reaſon you 


| had to Triumph over the Dean as you do, before you 
come to conſider his Arguments; and to let him fee that 
he 


13 
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he is not ſo Mean, ſo Abſurd, fo wretched a Scribler as 
you make him: And this Deſign I hope is Anſwered, 
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3 Deſcription of a Church, which is this, 4 Boay, or 
Society of Men ſeparated from the reſt of the World, and 


IJ Our ſecond Chapter is an Examination of the Dean's 


Z anited to God, and to themſelves, by a Divine Covenant. 


Againſt which you Object. 1. That there is no mention 
of Jeſus Chriſt in it: Nay, nor in the After-explications, 


but only once in this occaſional Paſſage, viz. The Chriſtian 


Church is nothing elſe but ſuch a Society of Men as are in 


4 Covenant with God through Chriſt. That is, you are find- 


ing fault with the Dean for not mentioning Jeſus Chriſt 


any where but where it was proper to mention him. Up- 
on which I cannot help making this Reflexion, That 
ſome Men's Logick is good for little but to make them» 
ſelves Ridiculous. For, if any Reader of common Senſe 
could not fee at firſt View, thac the Dean firſt deſcribes 
2 a Church in the general Notion of it, and that it would 
not be proper to mention Jeſus Chriſt there, I am much 
2 miſtaken. Nay, you your ſelf who have diſcover'd that 


2 palpable Darkneſs in this Diſcourſe which no Body elſe 


can ſee, do acknowledge p. 3. That one would be inclin d 
to ſuppoſe it; and then Pm ſure, one would be inclin'd to 
Z omit {ſuch Objections as this. And would not you think 
it very pretty, if the Dean had put Jeſ«s Chri/? into this 


Deſcription of a Church, and preſently ſhould Inſtance in 
the Jewiſh, as well as Chriſtian Church, as agreeing in this 
general Notion, as he does in his Explication of it? But you 
ay, Toa are glad to find his Name any where , but ſure o 
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oneht to be in the definition of 4 Charch. 1 anſwer, ſo it is in 
his deſcription of a Chriſtian Church; but as it is not, ſo it 


ought not to be in the deſcription ofa Church under which L 


the Chriſtian Church is comprehended. You may call that 
deſcription of a Chriſtian Church an occaſional Paſſage, if you 
pleaſe ; As occaſional as it is, it ſerves the purpoſes of that 


Diſcourſe very well, and was deſign'd for a deſcription of 1 


the Chriſtian Church. The other was not, and yet you 


cavil, becauſe Jeſus Chriſt is not init: This was, and if | 3 


you could have ſhow'd that Defect in this, it had been 
{omething to your purpoſe. You might then with a bet- 


ter Grace have talk'd about the nature of a Definition, and 


quoted St. Paul to ſhew that Chriſt ought not to be left 
out of his own Church. 

But this is not all. For, 2dly, If oar Authoar”s definition be 
true, the Church of England is no true Church; nor can there be 


any ſuch thing as a true National; Metropolitan, or Patriarchat 


Church. This is very ſtrange indeed: Then it muſt be for 
this reaſon, becauſe, the Church of Exg land is not part of 


4 Body or ſociety of Men, united to God and themſelves by E 


divine Covenant. For, if it is, it muſt be a true Church ac- 
cording to this Definition; and when you have prov'd that 
it is not, then it will be time enough to anſwer this Ob- 
jection. In the mean while, the Reader's time ought not to 
be ſpent in the conſidering what is wholly foreign to the 
Proof of this Aſſertion of yours: And it is a ſufficient 
return to ſuch Arguments, to ſhew they are wholly imper- 
tinent, This any one will quickly be ſatisfied of in 
the Objection now before us. For if there is any Argu- 
ment in it, it muſt run thus. The Church of Eug land 
both diffuſive and repreſentative, fo alſo a Metropolitan and 
Patriarchal Church conſider'd as ſuch, have ſeveral things 
in their Conſtitution which all acknowledge to be of Hu- 
mane inſtitution; 
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Therefore they cannot have what is, of divine Inftituti- 
on, eſſential to the making them Churches. Or, thus, 
They have ſomewhat in their Conſtitution, as they are 
particular Churches, over and above that divine Covenant 
which is eſſential to a Church; 

Therefore they cannot have that divine Covenant which 
_ makes them truly Churches of God : Or, therefore their 
Members cannot be united to God and themſelves by a 
divine Covenant. 
J 3 If there is no Gente in chis, then this Chapter can- 


1 not be to the purpoſe intended in it. And that there is none, 


Ichiak cannot be made more plain than it is. For, what 
I | there is ſomewhat in theſe Churches, conſider'd as the 
Church of Exgland, as a Metropolitan, or Patriarchal 
Church, over and above what is Eſſential to the being of a 
Church conſider'd as inſtituted by God, can this prove 
that they cannot have what is Eſſential to make them 
1 WChurches of God too ? You may as well attempt to prove, 
that the Chriſtian Church is not a Church according to this 
WDeſcription, becauſe it has ſome what, as it is the Chriſtian 
3 hurch, over and above what 1s eſſential to a Church, ac- 
Feording to that deſcription of it in the general Notion. And 
i 0 all your pains about the humane Inſtitution of ſome Offi- 
3 cers in the Church of Eugland ſignify nothing, but to ſhew 


Have in his Eye. But I obſerve, you ſeem always very hap- 
* if you can but make the Dean Contradict himſelf, tho it 
Pe never ſo little to the advantage of your Cauſe. So here, 
Fler you have produc'd his Authority, that a Vational, 
| and Patriarchal Church, as ſuch, are of Humaue Inſtitution, 

J ou produce Words of his our of another of his Writings, 
3 which he wonders why a National and Patriarchal Church 
= 1 not be thoug ht (upon the Account there mention'd) 
1 much a Divine Inſtitution as any particular Church. Def. 
Dr. Stillingfleet, p. 259. where I find the Words you 
2 quote 
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F 5 
quote: But the Words immediately going before will help 
to give ſome account of this great Contradiction. And 
they are theſe, [ obſerve, that tho the Bonds and Combination 
of ſeveral Churches are order'd and aetermin'd by Humane Pru- 
dence, yet they are founded on a Divine right. The Unity of 
the Church is as much of Divine Right, as any Form of Go.. 
vernment in it: And when the whole Church muſt be but one, 
it may be divided into greater or leſſer Parts as may beſt ſerve | 

the Preſervation of Unity, Peace and Order, and the Edificati-. 
on of Chriſtians. Then follows, when Chriſt hath inſtituted e 
Catholick Church, and Catholick Unity, it ſeems ſtrange to ns- 
that a National and Patriarchal Church (which is only ſuchæ 
Combination of ſeveral Churches into one as may ſerve the ena; 
of Catholick Unit)) ſhould not be thought as much a Divine Il. 
ſtitution as any particular Church. What Contradiction here 
is, I profeſs I cannot ſee. The Bonds and Combinations o 
thoſe Churches here mention d are expreſsly ſaid to be order'd © 
aud determin'd by Humane Prudence. This is no Contradi- 
ction I ſuppoſe to what you quoted before out of him. And 
for all this, theſe Churches, conſider'd as ſuch Combinations 7? 
as may ſerve the ends of Catholick Unity (ſuch they are in th: 
Dean's Opinion, whatever they are in yours) may be though! 
of Divine Inſtitution, as much as any particular Church. For 
no particular Church is ſo, but as it is a Member of the 
Univerſal Church, and ſerves the ends of Catholick Unit) 
and why theſe Combinations may not be ſo, under the ſame Þ 
Conſideration, He dos not know. So that the Dean ds 
not ſay, They are of Divine Inſtitution, and all the Offen 
in them, conſider'd as National or Patriarchal Churches, 
which he muſt have done, if he had contradicted himſelf; 7 
but only conſider d as ſuch Combinations of Churches? 


| ſerve the Ends of the Catholick Church, and Catholic 
i Unity inſtituted by Chriſt, which are two very differen 
5 Things. Now let the Reader ſee if theſe two Propoſitios 
1 are not very conſiſtent, Arch-Biſhops, Biſhops, Dean, 
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of Humane inſlitation, and, 4 National Church conſider d as 


tution as any particular Church, 

You obſerve, by the way, what you call a Slip in the 
Dean, which you let paſs as ſuch. p. 18. that he ſays Bi- 
ſhops are not of Divine Inſtitution; and this you in- 


out of his other Writings : Which makes me obſerve, by the 
way, that this is wholly a miſtake of your own. For you 
can quote no ſuch Sentence out of his Writings as this, Bi- 
ſhops are not of Divine Inſtitution: That which you quote, 
and make this Remark upon, is wholly to another Purpoſe, 
viz, that Arch-Biſhops, Biſhops, Deans, Prebends, Canons, 


thus United) 7s only an Eccleſiaſtical Body of Humane Inſt itu- 
tion, &c. it ſpeaks not of any of 'em in particular, and 


1 ſeparate from the reſt, but of all of them, taken together, 
be 8 and conſider'd as making up one Body. And, if you 
* know any thing of that Book you quote for this ¶ indic. of 
0 ſome Proteſt. Principl.) you muſt know that not two Pages 
be before this you cite (vg. p. 1 o.) the Dean is conſidering 
the Church of Egland Doctrine of the Divine Inſtitution 
ne of Epiſcopacy (which he aſſerts) and how much it was, 
5 oppoſed in the Council of Trent. 5 

1 4 And now, if this Chapter is a true Copy of your in ward 
15 thoughts, I'm ſure you are very unfit to oppoſe a Writer 
54 whoſe plain and manifeſt Senſe you cannot underſtand. 
3 J And if it is not, you are not a ſincere and honeſt Adver- 
fary, to raiſe Objections which you know to be nothing 


to the purpoſe: 


Chancelloars, Officials, Prieſts, &c. conſider'd as one Body for 
the Government and Diſcipline of ſome combined Charches is 


uch a Combination of ſeveral Churches into one as may ſerve the 
ends of Catholick Unity, may be thought as much a Divine Inſti- 


ſinuate as a Comment upon the Quotations you make 
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14 
CHAP. III. 


OUR Third Chapter is directed againſt the Churches 


I Authority, and particularly againſt that Poſition of 


the Dean's, That every National Church has Authority over 


her own Members to preſcribe the Rules of Worſhip. Now I 


mult beg leave to explain what I conceive to be meant b 

ſuch Expreſſions as this, and then we ſhall the better judge 
of the force of thoſe Arguments you produce againſt it. 
That the Church of Chriſt, and ev*ry part of it conſiſts of 
Governours and Governed, of Perſons that have ſome Au- 
thority , and Perſons that are to obey this Authority, 
that theſe Governors are inveſted with this Authority , 
for the edification of the Church, for the good order 


and decency of the Worſhip of God, I think is plain. 


But whether it is ſo or no to you, I think this ought to be 
allowed by all (or elſe we can ſee no end of Heats, and 
Quarrels, and Separations) that wherever there is a Chri- 
{tian Church already conftituted, and ſettled with Rules 
and Preſcriptions for the Worſhip of God laid down by the 
Governours of this Church, there no Chriſtians ought to 
ſeparate from this Church, unleſs ſuch things are required in 
order to their Communion with it, as they cannot agree 
to with a ſafe Conſcience ; becauſe this is againſt the ſacred 
Laws of Peace and Union. And conſequently, that in a 


Nation, where there are ſeveral Churches, 1. e. Churches 


under ſeveral Governours, combined together for good 
purpoſes ; where theſe Governours have ſettled ſuch and 
{uch Laws and Preſcriptions for the greater Regularity 
and Uniformity of the Publick worſhip of God, No Chri- 
ſtian ought to ſeparate from ſuch Churches ſo combined 
into one Church ; bur to acknowledge ſo much Autho- 
rity inthe Governors of this Church, as ſerves very well 


the 
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the ends of Peace and Unity, and to obey this Authori- 
ty, as this Church is a Member of that Body of Chriſt, 
whoſe Happineſs, and Beauty He is bound to Conſult. If 
You grant not thus much, I know not what Meaſures Lou 
can lay down, that will give the Chriſtian Church ſuch 
a Proſpect of Peace and Concord, as ev*ry other Society 
in the World can have. And if You do grant but thus 
much, I believe there will no Diſpute remain between 
You and the Dean about the Churches Authority. 

; The Deſign of this Propoſition of the Dean's was to 
I fix an Obligation to Peace and Unity, and Communion 
3 with that part of the Chriſtian Church ſettled, where the 
Providence of God cauſes you to be Born; I mean, it 
you can ciyoy this Communion without ſinning againſt 
your Conſcience. And to fix this Obligation, whatever the 
Prince of the Country is, whether Heathen or Chriſtian, 
whatever the Laws of the Land be, whether Encouraging 
the Church, or Perſecuting it. Such an Obligation to 
Union there certainly is, and it muſt be founded upon ſuch 
an Authority in the Governours of the Church neceſſary 
to the Edification and Peace of it. So that when we ſpeak 
of the Authority of the Church, it is plain we underſtand 
ſuch an Authority as I have Explain'd in the Church, i. e. 
in the Governours of it, and that conſider'd as the Church 
of Chriſt, as his Body, and that Society, in ſome of the 
Members of which there muſt be as much Authority as 
conduces to the ends of Peace and Unity, and in others of. 
which there ought to be as much Obedience as is neceſ- 
ſary for the Preſervation of Love and Concord. And I 
believe you will find it hard to name any part of the 
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3 Church ſince the Apoſtles Days, in which there was not 9 
2 thought to be fo much Authority, and in which ſuch Obe- 1 
dience was not thought neceſſary. That Obligation there 
= ; 
| 


is to have Communion with ſome part of the Chriſtian 
Church, that unavoidable neceſſity of ſome Forms and 
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Preſcriptions in ev'ry part of it, (whether there is a Civil 
Power to Determine 'em or no) the indiſpenſable Duty 
of ev'ry Chriſtian to conſult the Peace and Harmony of 
the whole, ſerve to make this plain, That every Church 
has Authority over her own Members to preſcribe Rules of 
Worſhip. Let us ſee then what you have Objected againſt 
this, taking this along with us, That we do not ſpeak of 

the Church's Authority here as derived from the Sanctions 

of the Civil Power, or Back'd by them; but wholly Se- 
parate from 'em, and conſider'd as neceſlarily reſulting 
from Chriſt's Inſtitution of this one Society, in which, and 

in ev'ry part of which ſome ſuch Authority is very neceſ- 
fry ; and obedience to it as neceſſary as Peace and Union 
are, where it can be exercis'd without S1n. 

Now, If we keep this in our mind, we ſhall ſee, that 
Your firſt Objection taken from the Novelty of this Do- 
Qrine is wholly grounded upon your miſtaking the Que- 
ſtion, and that Your Inſtance of the Recantation of Dr. 
Smith proves nothing, but that You have a very great Ra- 

rity by You, which You were reſolv'd ſome how or other 
the World ſhould know. You have not given us all that 
Rarity (for fear, I ſuppoſe, that it ſhould be worth little 
when once made Publick) and ſo I know not what Judg- 
ment exactly to make of it. It ſeems to conſider Princes 
as good, Chriſtian Princes, and aſſerts their Authority Su- 
preme in indifferent matters Eccleſiaſtical as well as Civil. 
But what is this to that Authority in the Church, which 
we aſſert, whether the Prince joyn his to it or no, whether 


Hie bea Chriſtian or a Heathen ? Yes, You'll ay, But in 


the Church of Exgland (about which our Diſcourſe is now) 
the Prince's Authority is what obliges, not the Church's; 
for that has none. I do not think my ſelf obliged here to 
enter into a Diſpute about the King's Supremacy in Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Matters. It is enough to obſerve, That the 


Propoſition you are now oppoling, does not aſſeit the 
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1 
Church's Authority, as the Church of Exgland incorpo- 
rated into the State, and under the Government of a Chri- 
ſtian Prince; but conſider'd as a part of the Univerſal 
Church, as a Society in which, according to the very ori- 
ginal Inſtitution, there muſt be Governors, and Governed; 
ſome to Rule, and ſome to Obey. Now ſuppoſing there is 
ſuch an Authority originally in the Church (as there is in 
every well regulated and uniform Society) what you pro- 
duce will never prove any thing, but that You and ſeveral 
other Perſons will not think fit io obey it, not only if it be 
oppos'd by the Civil Power, but except it be back'd by it; 
and there muſt be an end of Peace and Union in the 
Church. But if there is ſuch an Authority, it is very plain 
nothing can make it void; and ſuppoſing that the Caſe 
ſhould be worſe with the Church in a Chrittian, than a 
Heathen Country, and the Authority of its Governots 
diſregarded, but as it is ſtrengthen'd by the Prince and 
his Authority, yer {till the fame Authority is in the Go- 
vernors, tho? Obedience and Submiſſion is not in the Peo- 
ple: And I cannot think but that the Advices, the Reſo- 
lutions, and Determinations of the Governors of the 
Church ought to be look'd on with great reverence and 
regard, tho? the Church were wholly independent on the 
State. And ſo it is to be hop'd they would, by a great 
Number of good Chriſtians. But why ſhould you pre- 
tend to ſwallow up the Church's Authority in the King's, 
as if you were willing to reſign your ſelves to that, when 
you know you have not obey'd, when both Church and 
State have joyn'd their Authority to oblige you? So that 
this is foul Play in You, however you may think it re- 
fleas upon the Church of England. It you could have 
ſhew'd from Antiquity, that Men have been ſeverely 
Scourged for talking of ſuch an Authority in the Church 
of Chriſt, or any part of it, as this; that there was no 
ſuch thing ever mention'd by the antient — 
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| TT 7 
Obedience to the Governors of the Church in their Pre- 
ſeriptions about Worſhip, as Conformity to the Rules and 
Cuſtoms of the Church where you live ; nay, as comply- 
ing with Rules and Forms, tho? ill contriv'd and bur: 
thenſome, rather than ſeparating Communions, and 
breaking the Peace of the Church; then you might have 
argued with ſome Face from the Novelty of this Poſition: 
But as you have drawn up your Objection, it is indeed a 
groſs Miſtake of the Point in Queſtion. DT 
But I muſt proceed to your other Objections. After 
you have obſerved: that this Church of England, about 
whoſe Authority you diſpute, muſt be either the Da- 
ſive or Repreſentative: And after you have remark'd that 
this Authority cannot be in the Diffuſrve, i. e. in that part of 
the Church which is to be Governd, you labour to prove 
that it cannot be in the Repreſentative, p. 24. And that, 
Firſt, Becauſe what is call'd fo, is not the Church- 
repreſentative, according to Dr. Sherlock's way of ar- 
guing againſt the Church of Rome. Now all that 
you do or can produce out. of the Dean is, That no 
Perſons can repreſent thoſe who have not given their Conſent 
they ſhould be their Repreſentatives: And that no Compa- 
ny of Chriſtians, leſs than the whole, can repreſent the 
whole, and have that Authority when they are met together, 
which the whole Number of Chriſtians in the World are pre- 
tended to have, under no conſideration, but as they are the whole 
Number. And I think it is pretty plain, that any Num- 
ber, which is not the whole, cannot poſſibly repreſent 
the whole (ſo as to have the Authority of it) any particu- 
lar Perſon of which whole, has no Authority to reſign 
to his Repreſentative; nay, which has not any Authority 
but as it is the Whole, This is what the Dean ſays, as 
will appear to any who conſults the Book and Page you 
quote; and I hope ſome will be at that Pains, that they 
may ſee how fair an Adverſary you are, what material 
| Words 


9 
Words you can leave out, and that they may read this 
Sentence at the end of the Words you quote, 1: is 4 diffe- 
rent Gaſe indeed, when every particular Man has an original 
Right and Share in the Power, and the whole Power is not for- 
mally ſeated in the whole Body, for then it may by common 


| Conſent be contracted, &c. Well, from hence, if you 


would argue to your Purpoſe, you ſhould argue, That 
therefore, Biſhops, Deans, Arch-Deacons, can't repreſent 
themſelves; therefore Presbyters can't repreſent thoſe Preſ- 
byters who give them their Conſent, and are willing to 
be repreſented by them. The Canon ſays no more than 
this, when it ſays the Convocation is the Church. repreſenta. 
tive, as I know of, tho' you are pleas'd to make it the 
Repreſentative of the People (as well as of the Clergy) who 
ſeem to have no right to have any hand in Convocation- 
Buſineſs, nor to have any Notion that they are repreſented 
there, unleſs you have diſcover'd it to them. The Canon 
ſays no more than this, I ſay, and the Dean ſays nothing 
that contradicts this ſo much as in appearance. 

But, Secondly, You argue from the odd Conſtitution of 
this Charch-repreſeatative. But, I pray, Is this tolerable 
Argument? The Governors of the Church combined toge- 
ther, have no ſuch Authority, as the People, under rheir 
ſeveral Inſpections, ought to obey, becauſe when they 
meet in Coxvocation, ſome meet in concert with them, 
who are not Officers of Divine Appointment, or becauſe 


there are but Thirty Eight to repreſent the inferior Cler- 


gy, or becauſe theſe are choſen, out of a greater Number 
return'd, by the Biſhops, or becauſe theſe Biſhops are nam'd 


by the King? This Conſtitution may be odd, but this 


way of arguing is much more ſo. And then to inſinuate, 
That any Body ever thought this Convocation, becauſe it 
is calld the Church. repreſentative, or the Repreſentative 
of the Clergy, founded upon a Divine Covenant; or to 
= 62 EE. EET, think 
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20 
think that this will follow from the Dean's Deſcription of a 
Charch, is below a Man of Underſtanding. 

But Thirdly, Dr. Sherlock, it ſeems, tells you, That the 
Biſhops, when aſſembled together, have no governing Power at 
all, They loſe it all then, as ſoon as they are met. For, 
I'm ſure, in the Words you quote out of Him juſt before, 
He ſays, The Office of a Biſhop is not to repreſent, but to go- 
vern; and in many other Places of his Works: And, I 
doubt, in the Words you quote out of him here, we ſhall 
find ſtill more Inſtances of ſome defect in your ſelf, rather 
than of Contradiction in Him. Your Buſineſs is to 
prove, That Biſhops, when aſſembled, have no Governing 
Power , which their People are obliged to Obey. You BF 
prove it from Dr. Sherlock's Vindic. of ſome Prot. Princip. 
p 27. Cc. where, in as plain Words as can be, he ſpeaks 
of Biſhops meeting together to conſult about the good Go. 
vernment of their Dioceſes, how to exerciſe that Power 
they have to the beſt Advantage: And then follows, that 
theſe Councils of Biſhops are not originally for direct Acts of 
Government and Superiority over each other, but only for mu- 
tual Counſel and Advice: Where I deſire the Reader to 
obſerve theſe Words, orizinally, direct, over each other, © 
which you have thought fit ro omit ; and to call to Mind 

the Subject of this part of that Treatiſe, and then let him 
wonder, how it can follow from hence, That Biſhops, when 
met together, have no Authority over the People of their ſeve- 
ral Dioceſes, which was the Thing to be prov'd ; or that 
when there is ſuch a Combination of Churches ſettled, as 
the National one is, and ſuch an Agreement and Conſent 
of Biſhops in ſome Forms and Preſcriptions, the People 
of their ſeveral Dioceſes are not obliged to conform to 
theſe Rules. Another thing the Dean is here charg'd with, 
is, Deſtroying the King's Authority in Eccleſiaſtical Affairs; 
becauſe he ſays, The Biſhop is Supreme in his own Dioceſe: 
Or, as he expreſſes it in another Sentence you quote in 2 
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ſame Page, That there is no ſuperior Authority in the Church 
over Biſhops. But you ought to have confider'd, and have 
let your Reader know it too, that in that Book, he is 
treating of Biſhops, only with reſpect to one another, to 
that Authority, ſome aſſert, one Biſhop or more may have 
over others; concerning himſelf only with the Charch, 
which he is careful to mention, not conſidering the Au- 
thority of the State, in a Country wholly Chriſtian, it 
being quite foreign to the Subject he was then upon. 
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What was plainly intended in all the Paſſages you pro- 0 
duce to this purpoſe, was, That no Biſhop, or Council af 
of Biſhops had any direct Authority over another Biſhop, 4 
or any thing to do with the Government of his Dioceſe; 1 
and how that deſtroys the Kyng's Supremacy in Eccleſſaſt i- H 


cal Affairs, let the Reader judge. 5 

Once more, the Dean is made to contradict his own 
Aſſertion about the Authority of the National Church, when 
he ſays, He ſees no Hurt, if every Biſhop ſhould have a pe- 
culiar Liturgy for his own Church. But I do not think tt 
a hard Thing to reconcile theſe two Propoſitions, if you 
do. Ina National Church, in mhich Dioceſan Churches are 
combined, and their Biſhops meet to conſult and aaviſe with 
one another, and preſcribe for the good Government of their 
Churches; In ſuch a Church every Biſhop may have a Litar- 
gy of his own, without any hurt, tho it is better they ſhould uſe 
the ſame. And, In ev ry ſuch Church, in which the Biſhops 
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meet and conſult together, they have Authority to preſcribe 4 
Rules of Worſhip, and the People ought to conform themſelves bi 
to theſe Preſcriptions. I ſee nothing like a Contradiction 3 
in them. And having thus gone thro? this Objection, 3 
and ſhewn how little it ſerves your Purpoſe, your Com- bl 
ment at the end of it muſt fall, as grounded upon your b) 

i 


Miſtake of the Matter in Diſpute. 
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22 
'Yoor Fourth Objection p. 36. is a very old one indeed, 
and anſwer'd over and over again, which ought to make 
you a little aſhamed of repeating it again, without conſi- 
Hering thoſe long and diſtinct Anſwers that have been 
made to it, by Dr. Stilling fleet and Dr. Sherlock, If the 
National Church, ſay you, has any Authority, it muſt be a 
Political Society; If it is a Political Society, it muſt have 4 
-conſtitutive regent Head; If it have not, it has no Authority. 
This is the formidable Argument. Now if the Reader 
have a mind to ſee at full length, what has been anſwer'd 
to this, let him conſult the /Vindication of the Defence of 
Dr. Stillingfleet, from p. 178. to p. 226. Here it is ſuffi- 
-Cient to remark, that you would impoſe upon your Rea- 
der, when you make the old Anſwer to what has been 
faid to this pretended Difficulty. Dr. Stilling fleet and Dr. 
Sherlock ſay, it is not neceſſary that this Church ſhould 
have a Conſtitutive Regent Head, becauſe the Catholick 
Church is a true Church, without any {ſuch Head. To 
which you return, That our Lord Jeſus Chriſt is the Head 
of it ; as if it were not a viſible Head you were diſputing 
about, as if a National Church, many particular Churches 
united and combin'd together, and their Governours ad- 
viſing, and making Reſolutions together, had not this 
fame Head. After which you inſinuate, that the Dean 
denies Jeſus Chriſt to be the Regent Head of the Church. 
Certainly he may deny him to be ſuch a Head to the Ca- 
tholick Church, as you are enquiring after for the Natio- 
nal Church, without any Crime; and if you mean to re- 
quire no other ſort of Head to the National Church, than 
there is to the Catholick, there is no Diſpute between you 
and him. You impoſe upon your Reader again, when 
you pretend to tell him, That the true Reaſon we ſay there 
7s no neceſſity for ſuch a Head, is becauſe me are at a loſs to tell 
who he is, For if you have any Skill in this part of the 
Controverſie, you muſt know, that we conſider the Na- 
tional 
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tional Church, as a Combination of ſeveral particular 
Churches of Chriſt, which have diſtin& Biſhops of their 
own; that we ſay theſe Biſhops have Power to rule their 
own People according to God's Word; that when theſe 
Biſhops have wich mutual. Advice and Aſſiſtance pre- 
ſcrib'd Rules of Worſhip, the People in their ſeveral Di- 
oceſes are under an Obligation to obey em. It is an ea- 
{y matter to puzzle a good Cauſe, bur not fo eaſy to deal 
fairly. and 10genuouſly with a Cauſe we are reſolv'd to 
oppoſe. You anſwer what you pleaſe to the Objections 
you make, and here you run on, about the Parliarent- 
Conſent, out of your own Head ; when you ought to 
know, if you don't, that tho? Xing, Lords and Commons 
had been Enemies to the Chriſtian Faith, yet there might 
have been ſeveral Chriſtian Churches in this Nation; 
that theſe Churches would neceſſarily conſiſt of ſome to 
Govern, and {ome to Obey ; ſome that had a uſetul Au- 
thority, and ſome whoſe Duty it was to ſubmit to it; and 
that this Authority could not be leſſen'd, nor the Obli- 
gation to Obedience alter'd, if theſe Churches ſhould be 
combin'd together, and their Governors meet, and con- 
fult, and decree, in agreement with one another. This 
you ſee is founded upon the inſtitution of a Church Socie- 
ty, and the neceſſity of preſerving Peace and Unity in it. 
And if you would but plcaſe to apprehend, that the 
Church of England may be conſider'd as a part of the Uni- 
2X verſal Chriſtian Church, made up of the ſeveral Epiſco- 
pal Churches in this Land, as well as a Church eſtabliſhd 
by the Civil Power, (as you will own a Presbyteriar 
Church may be conſider'd as a Church of Chriſt, as well. 
asa Church tolerated by the Laws of the Land) you woul 
{ee how wide you are of your Point in this Chapter, and 
how ridiculous your Obſervation is, that an Ad of Par- 
lament is no Divine Covenant, nor Baptiſmal Vow, which 
alone can conſtitute a Church, acccording to the Dean. 


But 5 
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But it is pretty to ſee with what an air you conclud 
this Chapter, p. 38. You aſſure your Reader poſitively, 
iſt, That the Ring and Parliament are the Makers, as well as 
the Head of that Church of England jou have ſeparated from. 
It would not be adviſeable for any Church of Chriſt to 
have the Civil Power of its fide, for then, it ſeems, the 
Civil Power is the Maker of this Church. This is as much 
as to ſay, you will not conſider the Church of Exgland, 
as we ſay you ought, and anſwer our Reaſonings about 
the neceſſity of Obedience to that Authority that is in this 
Church, as we explain and maintain it ; but will make 
what you pleaſe of it, and oppoſe the Creature of your 
own Invention. But pray, Could there have been no 
Chr of England, no ſuch Combination of Churches, 
and agreement of their Biſhops, if the King and Parlia- 
ment had been Heathen, or unconcern'd Spectators? If 
there had been, who would have been the Makers of it? 
Would not there have been the leaſt Authority in it? Nor 
the leaſt Obligation of Obedience to the Chriſtian People 
in this Nation? 2dly, You aſſure your Reader, That the 
Teleration makes Conformiſts and Nonconformiſts one Church 
of England; not in our Senſe, you very well know, No 
Power upon Earth can diſpenſe with your Obligation to 
preſerve a Union in this Church, and live in obedience to 
the Authority of the Governors of it. In your own Senſe 
it may, that is, If ſeparate Churches are ove Church, be- 
cauſe they are in the ſame Land, and the Members of 
them under one Civil Government, And in that Senſe 
you may call 'em One, if you pleaſe. But I deſire to 
know, what you were before this AG of Toleration? And 
what this ſignifies to our Queſtion ? A little after you e- 
preſs it otherwiſe, Authority has made them a Church, te 
Same Authority has given us a Permiſſion to form our ſelves 
into Churches. This is {till a Device of your own. Civil 
Authority did not make us a Church, nor can it ever 
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25 
give you permiſſion to ſeparate from us (ay more than 


i can diſſolve the eterna Obligation to Peace and Union 
in the Church) in that Senſe, that you may ſeparate from 


you to remain in our Communion, and then you might 
ſeparate without Sin, whether the Civil Power would 
protect you or no. Your Comment upon your own 
Words, is this; So that we ſtand on the ſame Ground, tho? 
not on the Level with them. Are you then above us, or 
belom us ? One would think by your reaſoning hereabouts, 
that you meant above us. And indeed I ſhould prefer a 
Church only permitted by the Civil Power, before one 
23 cſtabliſld by it; if, as it ſeems, the latter is the Creature 
Jof the State, and made by it: This is our Unhappineſs, 
but I don't find this affirmed of your own Churches. 
zaͤly, You obſerve to your Reader the Triumphant Eſtate, 


"© 
3 


nor Marmur, &c. Some of you have no need, and! be- 
lieve, if Temporal Intereſt were only conſulted, would 
not leave what you call the Voluntary Contributions of 
our People, to take your Chance in this Church Trium- 
pant; but what is this to the Authority of the Church? 


e the Church's Juriſdiction and Authority over Jou, and of 
Kebellion againſt Her, is quite turn'd out of Doors. I ſup- 
pole you mean the Toleration has done this, and your ad- 
; mirable Performance in this Chapter. But I think I have 
aid what is ſufficient to ſhew this ſignifies very little, un- 


as no Church of Chriſt, as nothing but a Creature of 
- the Civil Power. And then you may talk as long as you 
„ pleaſe, for I know no Body that you oppoſe. In the 
mean while aſſure your ſelf, that they who us'd to talk of 
it, ſtill inſiſt upon this Church's Authority, and ſtill ac- 
== 3 count 


us without Sin; unleſs your Conſciences will not permit” 


| L | and large Revenues of the Conformiſts, but you neither Envy 


2 4thly, You conclude with great Satisfaction, That the Cry 


4 leſs you are reſolv'd to conſider the Church of England, 
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( 26 }) 8 Cc 
count your contempt of it very Unchriſtian and Un. 
reaſonable. 1 

If the Subject of this Chapter had not been very mate... 
rial to our main Point, I ſhould beg the Reader's Pardon,, 
for having been ſo tedious. But, I hope you, as well! 
as he, will forgive me, if I tell you once more in the Con- 
cluſion of this Chapter, what TI have in effect ſaid before; 
That if you would have diſputed againſt the Conformi/ts, | * 
you ſhould have diſputed againſt ther Notions, and not! 

your own; if you would have prov'd any thing againſt ſuch Þ 3 
an Authority as is pleaded for in the Church of England, 
you ſhould have ſhewn, That there ought not to be any 
ſuch Authority in the Chriſtian Church, or any part of it; | 
That our Bleſſed Lord did not defign there ſhould be: | * 
or, That the Church of England is not part of the Chri- 
ſtian Church; or, That there are no Perſons in it, who 
pretend to this Authority, or in whom it ought to be ac. 
know ledg'd to be; or, That they have abuſed this Autho- 
rity, and order'd ſuch Things as are contrary to the Rules 
or Nature of the Goſpel. Something like this you ſhoudd 
have attempted to have prov'd, and then I ſhould not 
have had occaſion to tell you, that this whole Chapter, 
and ev'ry part of it, is nothing to your purpoſe. | 


| 2 
3 
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CHAP. IV. 


XJ > Our fourth Chapter may, for ought I know, do you 
ſome Service; but I confeſs I cannot ſee how it 
promotes your preſent Deſign, or anſwers it's own Title. 
lf you mean by kind Expreſſions, ſuch as ſpeak favourably 
+ | Jy of the Guilt of thoſe who ſeparate from a Church, with 
which they can joyn without Sin, that is, thoſe truly 
wand properly call'd Schiſmat ichs, ſuch Diſſenters as deſerve 
JF that Name, you know you can produce no ſuch Paſlages : 
And yet it is ſuch one would expect from the Title of 
this Chapter. But if you mean Expreſſions, from which 
you can prove ſuch Schiſmaticks profeſsd Chriſtians, I 


. 


know no Body that denies it. But what ſignifies it, iſt, 
„ To ſhew that you are made Members of the Univerſal Church, 
«| by your Covenant with God in Baptiſm? And to ſtop there, 
as if this did not lay the greateſt Obligation upon you to 
| 3 conſult and preſerve the Unity and Harmony of that 


Church? As if this could be done by ſeparating from that 
part of it you find ſettled in your Native Country, when 
you can Communicate with it without Sin? As if you 
did not know, that ſome after-Actions may forfeit our 
Title to the Bleſſings of the Baptiſmal Covenant? And, 
as if an Unneceſſar) Separation from a ſound Church, may 
not be one of thoſe Actions, for all any thing that has been 
' 3 ſhewanto the contrary? I grant you will not ſay yours is 
Duyneceſſar); but you know they that account it ſo great 
a2 din, not only think it ſo, but have advanced fomewhat 
that looks like proving it fo. What ſignifies it 2dly, To 
3 obſerve from the Dean, that all Ads of Communion, are 
Acts of Communion with the Univerſal Church; and thence 
to infer, That He muſt allow Jours to be fo, and there- 
fore Joa to be in Communion with the Univerſal Church? 
„ When 
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When you know his Inference is quite otherwiſe, and 
that he thinks he has prov'd that his Catholic Communion 
is not to be maintain'd, but by Communion with that par. 
ticular part of the Catholic Church ſettled by Providence 
where you are Born, if that can honeſtly be enjoy'd ; but 
that Separation from this, and Communion with that, are 
inconſiſtent. It would have been proper to have reſerved 
this to the laſt part of your Work, after you had ſhewn 
the weakneſs of thoſe Arguments he propoſes to prove 


this. What ſignifies it, 3dly, To produce his Words, that 


that is a ſound and orthodox part of the Chriſtian Church, 
which has nothing ſinful in it's Communion, as favourable to 
you? When you muſt know this. was ſaid to ſhew the 
neceſſity of your living in Communion with the Charch of 
England, as a ſound Church; and that both this, and the 
definition of a Church you produce out of the Articles 
(if you acknowledge it to be a good one at any time, but 
when it makes to your Purpoſe) do help to aggravate 
your Guilt in ſeparating from the Church of England. This 


is almoſt as little to your Purpoſe, as your kind Reflexion 


upon the Sincerity of ſome Conformiſts, in ſubſcribing the 
Articles, which ſhews a. bad Spirit, and is apt to make 
Men ſuſpect a bad Cauſe. But you. not only ſhew theſe 


Expreſſions of the Dean's to be in effect very favourable to 


your Cauſe (which he little thought indeed when he ar- 
gued from em againſt. your Separation); but hence you 
prove the Dean and thoſe Conformiſts Schiſmaticks from the 
Catholick. Church, who refuſe Communion with you. This. is 
hard indeed. That Church, ſays the Dean, is ſound, which 


bas nothing ſinful in it's Communion; therefore you ought to 


live in the Communion of the Church of England, if that is 


ſuch a Church. Now, do you think that they who argue 
thus, can think it no Sin, to joyn in Communion with you, 


who they think Sin 1n ſeparating from this Church ? 
Communion with you. implies a Sin, in their Opinion; 
3 And 
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And how then can you argue, from themſelves, that they 


ought to Communicate with you? If they had found 
your Churches ſettled indeed, and had begun or continu- 


ed a Separation from them, you might with ſome Face; 


and would believe have argued from this Principle, but 
as you apply it now, it is made good for nothing. 


— — — 


CHAP V. 


Reader may find this Rule explain'd plainly to this Pur- 


poſe, That where there is a Church of Chriſt ſettled, and 
already conſtituted, and alſo diſtinCt and ſeparate Churches 


form'd out of this, here is a Schiſm ; and either the one 


ſide, or the other, either the Church already ſettled there, 
or the ſeparate Church form'd afterwards, muſt lye under 


the Guilt of that Sin. Why this ſhould be call'd a ſfrange 


and Schiſmatical Rule, I do not ſee. But you endeavour 
to prove it ſo; iſt, Becauſe a Church may impoſe ſinful 


Terms of Communion, and then the Church form'd within the 


Bowels of this, is not to be blam'd, but the Church that impoſes 
ſuch Terms. Who denies this? All that the Rule ſays is, 


That when this Caſe happens, here is a Schiſm. But 


will any Man ſay , as you go on, That Church is cut of, 
from the Catholick Church, &c. This is wholly another 
Queſtion, which you have reſerved for another. Chap- 
ter; the Caſe before us now is, Whether this is a good 
3 Rule, and gives us any Light in the Buſineſs 
3 Schiſmatical: Churches. But you need not doubt "px 
| | that 


Our fifth Chapter undertakes to examine the Rules 
i the Dean lays down in order to the judging which 
are Schiſmatical Churches, The Firſt is this; There muſt 

be but one Church in one Place, &c. Caſe. p. 20. where the 
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that if it is the Dean's Poſition that Schiſinatitis are cut of 
from the Catholick Church, He is not fo in Love with Pa- 
piſts, as to except them. In what Senſe he maintains that, 
1 ſhall examine by and by. In the mean time here is no 
Diſpute between You and Him ; and I hope you will give 
me leave to ſay, That thoſe Chriſtians, who do either im- 
poſe ſinful Terms of Commynion, or who make ſepara- 
tion from a Chriſtian Church, that does not impoſe ſuch 
Terms, areguilty of a very great Sin. But, 2dly, This 
Rule, you ſay, deals as hardly with the Epiſcopal Men in 
Scotland, wo you ſay have their ſeparate Meetings in Houſes, 
and ſo endeavour to form Churches within other Churches. I 
anſwer, All this Rule can do, is to teach us, that if there 
is a Church form'd there within the Bowels of another 
tettled there before, there is a Schiſm ; on which Side the 
Guilt lies, it was not the deſign of it to inform us. But 
I mult obſerve to you, That if theſe Epiſcopal Clergy are 
really convinc'd, after their beft Inquiries, that Epiſcopa- 
c is not only of Divine Inſtitution, but alſo Eſſential 
to the being of a Church (ſome ſuch you know there are) 
neither this Rule, nor any thing elle, can prove them 
Guilty of Schiſm, or a ſinful Separation. Nay, if they 
are not, you know how to help them off, tho? the Dean 
{ſhould not, by what you fay in your laſt Chapter, viz. The 
People cannot forſake their ejected Biſhops and their Sacceſſours, 
nor they their People without Sin. All that this Rule proves, 
is, That ſuppoſing you have ſtated this Caſe right, there 
is a Schiſm in Scotland. So, what you ſay, 3dly, Of the | ? 
Lutherans and Calviniſts in Germany, and the Arminians 
in Holland, appears to me to come to as little. For if this 
is to your purpoſe, here muſt be Separations made from 
one Church ſetrled, not only two Churches of Chriſtians 
in the ſame Place, but one form'd within the Bowels of 
another, and the Communion of one diſtin& from the 
Communion of the other, and then all that the 1 

| ays 


31 
ſays is, that either on one ſide or the other there is tlie 
Guilt of Schiſm. As for your 4th Objection, You ſhould 
have proved the Truth of that Opinion, That the Jews 
and Gentiles had Two diftindt Communions and Churches, 
and Biſhops, at Rome, or Antioch, and accounted for all 
the Difficulties that attend it, before you had objected it 
to one Who has proſeſs'd he does not believe it [See Vindic. 
of Dr. Stillingfleet, p. 44 1. ] and then alſo have ſhewn that 
it fully comes up to the Point now before us. As to your 
5th, It is only altering the Scene, and what I have ſaid 
to your ſecond Objection taken from Scotland, may be ap- 
plied here. To what you ſay of Holland under this Head, 
I reply, That the Churches of Engliſhmen there, are to 
be conſider'd with relation to the Church ſettled here, 
that they loſe not that relation they have to their Biſhops, 
nor the Obligation they are under to obey their Preſcrip- 
tions about the Worſhip of God, tho? they go out of the 
Land. That as we account 'em Guilty of Schiſm, if they 
let up, or encourage ſeparate Churches in their own Coun- 

try, ſo if their Biſhops think fit to appoint a Prieſt (under 

their InſpeCtions) to Miniſter to em in Holy Things, 
while they are in another Country, we think they ought 
to comply with this appointment. And tho? they are not 
to blame for not doing it, when they have not an op- 
portunity, yet they are as Guilty when they ac upon 
Principles of Separation in Holland, as when they diſſent in 
England: And none but thoſe whom we think chargeable 

with Schiſm at Home, will joyn with Miniſters ſent over 
by our Diſſenters, rather than with thoſe authoriz'd by 

their Biſhops. But I do not apprehend the Caſe of Foreig- 

ners, ina ſtrange Land, to affect this Rule at all. The 
Dean does not blame thoſe Travellers who conform to the 
ſound Churches ſettled in the Lands they go into, nor is 
he obliged by this Rule to call thoſe Schiſmaticks, who 
When they remain in another Country for ſom? rows ; 
| ive 
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live under the Miniſtry of a Paſtor appointed and placd 
amongſt them by the Governors of that Church to which 
they originally belong as Natives of their own Country. 
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or to refuſe Communion with, the Church ſettled in the 
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land, are not Churches gathered out of a Church already 
ſettled, and form'd within the Bowels of it, but are really 
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living here after the Model of that Church they originally 
belong' d to. Here is a vaſt difference between theſe, and 


— „ _———__—_—_ è —ͤT—— —— x —ꝓ̃, 
k — —— - . . 
2 272 2 — 


out of it, and of fatal conſequence to the Peace and quiet 
of it: Which may ſerve to give ſome Account of that an- 
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have ſeveral Remarks upon the Account the Dean gives 
of theſe Foreigners in England (p. 57.) For iſt, He knows 
not whether it is Church or State that has allowed this liberty 
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. enquire or determine this; all that he means is, That 


ticks, for living in this Land, according to their origi- 
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they can without Sin; and that you ſhould reflect upon 


Conformity in thoſe Foreigners, who have ſettled their Ha- 'N 
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For Foreigners who do thus, can't be ſaid to ſeparate from, 


Land where they thus live. Thus the Foreigners in Exg- 


Churches already conſtituted in other Lands, and only 


ſuch Churches as are form'd of thoſe People whoſe Obe- 
dience the Governors of the Efabliſh\d Church claim, 
form'd in oppoſition to the EftablifÞd Church, gather'd 


kind difference we make between them, which you com- 
plain of (p. 63.) for who that conſiders the difference be- 
tween ſuch Charches of Foreigners, and the Diſſenting 
Charches does not ſee a very good Reaſon for it ? But you 


to Foreigners. I Anſwer, It was not to his purpoſe to 
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the Church of England does not account 'em Schiſma- 


nal Model. But I wonder, for all this, that you ſhould 
not think it ſome what better for all Foreigners to conform 
to the Model of the Church ſettled where they reſide, if 


n A 
8 4 „ 
6 : £ d, 8 
C 

2 2 2 


28 I wn 2 
JO, SG 


Archbiſhop Laud for endeavouring to r about ſuch a 


bitations among us. Yet this it ſeems is bringing em un. Þ 7 
Aer the Yoak, and from hence occaſion is taken of telling a | F-: 


Story ũ 


+ + Ms 
Story out of a Writer of your own, as if this was an Argu- 
= ment why the King of France ſhould perſecute thoſe Prote- 
ſtants who could not conform to his Religion without Sin, 

and as if the Cafes were at all parallel. 2. The Dean is mi- 
aten in his Notion about the Foreigners in this Country. It 
imports little if He is. They live according to the Model 
and Preſcriptions of the Church, they originally belong'd to, 
and they own the Communion of the Church of Exgland, 
they are not ſeparate upon any Principle of Separation, but 
they were form'd Churches before they ſettled here. And 
this is all the Dean intends in his Obſervation about em, 
which you oppoſe with Suppoſitions not at all to your pur- 
poſe. But 3. you argue out of the Dean, I hat the Church 
%, England # obliged to think theſe Schiſmaticks, For they, 
and the Church of Exglaud are Churches not Members of each 
g her, But, you know he ſays, They are Members of each other, 
and tho? they are different yet they are not ſeparate Churches, 
and (at leaſt, as he thinks) they have not ſuch an Opinion 
g of the Church of England, and the Terms of Communion 
in it, as to juſtify ſuch a Separation from it, as thoſe Churches 
have made which are form'd out of it. Theſe are two very 
different Things, Churches already conſtituted, tranſplanted 
over into this Land, and ſtill continuing what they were: And 
3 Churches form'd of ſuch Perſons as are born where there is a 
Church already conſtituted, whoſe Obedience is due to the Gover- 
nors of this Church they were born in. The Members of the 
one have not ſeparated from that Church, nor wihdrawn 
their Obedience from thoſe Governors of it that claim their 
3 5ubmiſſion upon Terms they can comply with without Sin- 
2 210g: The Members of the other, I mean, a vaſt number of 
em, have: And ſo their Caſes are not at allalike. 
Nov we come to his 2d Rule, which is this, Thoſe are ſe- 
$ /-rate Churches which divide from the Communion of any Church 
Jom any diſlike of its Doctrin, Government, or Worſhip. if 
e Author, ſay you, mean by ſeparate Schiſmatical Churches (as 
% mat if he ſpeaks to his purpoſe) what you have ſaid aguinit 
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bis firſt Rule, overthrows this as e ectnally as it did that. That 


it may do; but if I have ſhew'd that it does not overthrow 
that, neither will it overthrow this. But I muſt tell you, 


that by ſeparate Churches, the Dean does not mean Schi/m. 
ical Churches, nor is it the deſign of this Rule to brand al! 
Churches that have ſeparated from others upon theſe Accounts 
with that Name; but to obſerve, that where there are 4. 
ſtinct Communions ſet up for theſe Reaſons, there is certainly ÞY 
a Separation, and Diviſion made; on which fide to fix the 
Euilt of it, other Conſiderations will determine. He know, 
as well as you that there may be ſuch a Separation made, ard 
yet the guilt of Schiſm ly, not upon that part of Chriſtiai, Þ 
that have ſeparated, but upon that part that has forc'd em 
to ſeparate. So what you have ſaid here is not againſt this 


Rule. 


And now, having examin'd theſe two Rules, you endea- Þ* 
vour to prove, That they are nothing to the purpoſe, and of w Þ © 
ſe, in order to find ont Schiſmatical Churches. But that they do 
tend to this I think is plain; that is, as far as they were de. 
ſign'd. For ſuppoſing the truth of the firſt Rule (as you do 
here) where I find many Churches in one place, not meerly Þ? 
different Churches, but ſome of them within the Bowels of Þ 2 
another, gather'd and form'd out of it; this Rule ſerves to] 
inform me, that here is a Separation, and that upon one or! 
more of theſe Churches the guilt of Schiſin lies. But on! 
which of theſe it is, as you obſerve, it does not ſay, nor was! 
it delign'd to ſay, but ſtill it directs me where it is I may be 
{ure there is a Schiſm : and ſo alarms me, and makes me 
conſider the ſtate of theſe Churches, and the Principles on]! 
which theſe ſeparate Churches are founded, in order to find! 
out which is Schiſmatical, and to avoid it. The Caſe youÞ 
put of your Traveller is not parallel to this. For we do not! 
make it ſo indifferent a matter as you here do, which Road! 
the Chriſtian-Traveller takes; we fay, it is his Duty to tale] 
one particular Path of thoſe many, which look as if the)! 
would carry him to the ſame place. And becauſe we 2 f 

there! 
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there is one moſt fecure, in order to alarm him, and make. 


him confider, we give him notice of this. And then after 
this alſo your parallel fails. For tho? in ſeparate and diſtinct 


Paths there are not certain Marks to direct the Traveller 


which He ought not to take, which is dangerous ; yet in 


2 ſeparate and adiſtintt Churches, there are certain Marks to direct 
a Chriſtian of a moderate Underſtanding on which the guilt 


| of he Separation lies: which is quite anorher Conſideration. 
And tho? it would be to little purpoſe to tell your Traveller 
that there is but one of all theſe ways ſafe and ſecure, becauſe 
there are no certain viſible Marks upon thoſe that are dange- 
rous, yet it is of ſome advantage to a Chriſtian to warn him, 
that of diſtinc and ſeparate Churches in the ſame place there 
is one Which it very much concerns him not to forſake ; be- 
{2 cauſe there are obvious and plain Characters both upon that 
one Church he ought to join with, and upon thoſe Schiſma- 
2 tical Churches he ought to avoid; and this Warning leads 
him to ſuch Conſiderations as are uſeful to him upon this oc- 
caſion. So that this Rule is to ſome purpoſe, tho? it reaches 
no farther than was deſign'd. As for that aſſurance you 
give ev'ry honeſt and ſincere Chriſtian upon this occaſion, 
that if he truly endeavours to inform his Conſcience, and 
lives according to it, he ſhall never be miſerable, I know not 
to what it tends. It makes neither for Joa, nor againſt the 
Dean, who, I dare ſay, is not one of thoſe Eccleſiaſtical Bigots 
you would here make your Reader believe he is, nor ever 
gave you occaſion by any of his Writings to think ſo. The 
ſame Anſwer may ſerve for your Gavil againſt the uſefulneſs 
Jof his ſecond Rule, which was deſign'd to inform a Chriſtian 
when it is that he may be ſure there is a Schiſim, not on which 


Ide the guilt of it lies. Where-ever there is a Separation 


| ; trom a Church, upon the account mention'd in this Rule, 
there he may be ſure there is a Schiſm ; but on which ſide the 
7 guilt of it lies, other Conſiderations, not deſign'd to be in- 


$ (ited on here, are to direct him. 
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The ſame Miſtake runs through your Examination of the 
third Rule, which was deſign'd only to let us know, that 
where we find more than one Church, and theſe Churches 
not owning each others Members as their own, as Perſons in 
Communion with them; here we may be ſure there is 2 
Schiſm, but on which ſide the guilt lies, it was not deſign 
to determine. That every ſuch Church that does not ow 
the Members of another is Schiſmatical it is far from ſaying: 
therefore your bringing in the Church of Exgland's Ecos. 
munication of Schiſmaticks, &c. is by miſtake, and cannot 
prove what it is alledg'd for. How far it ſerves your Cause, 
we {hall have occaſion to examine when we come to your la(: 
Chapter. | 


6 2 


CHAP. VI. 


V Our Sixth Chapter examines the Dean's Notion of u 
and Occaſional Communion. You are pretty well agreed, 1 


I think, in what you Diſſenters call Fixt, and what you call 


Occaſional Communion; only you are very angry with the 3 
Dean for mentioning a Secular end, when he reckons up the! 
Reaſons of your Occaſional! Communion with a Church, with! 


which you refuſe conſtant Communion : And hence you ar? 
led to give us the true Reaſons of your Communicating Þ $ 


with us as Occaſion ſerves, among which there are two, 
which I think, are ſecular ends; A generous deſire (as you 


term it) of doing Service to our Country; that is, in other! 


Wards, to quality us for an Office, which ſometimes happens 
to be a. profitable one; and to ſave gur ſelves from Ruine; which 


muſt be when there is no Toleraion , and therefore is none 


of your preſent Reaſons. Both theſe, I ſay, I take to be 


ſecular Euds, and neither better nor worſe than what the 


Dean meant. Yet here you fly out with a great deal of Pai: 


OR AIP com 
ſion, and call in queſtion the Honeſty of One, who has given 
the World ſufficient evidence in the moſt dangerons times, 
(when ſome others thought fit to be ſilent) that it is not in 
the Power of Temporal Conſiderations to alter his Princi- 
ples. If the Dean had had as favourable an Opinion of taking 
the Oaths, as you ſeem here to have of Communicating with 
the Church of Exgland now and then, he would have done 
that at firſt for the Union of the State, which you think fit 
to inſinuate he did afterwards for his own private advantage: 
Whereas you refute to do that conſtantly, for the Peace and 
Quiet of the Chriſtian Church, which you declare you think 
lawful to do ſometimes for apparent temporal Ends. So that 
if you were reſolved to recriminate, the Caſes are not parallel, 
and your Infinuation groſly uncharitable. But to proceed, 
Ly che next Thing you attempt is to faſten an abſurdity upon 
the Dean's words, as if it follow'd from his Notions that 
there is no ſuch thing as Communion at all. Fiat Communion is 
the ouly true Notion of Communion. Occaſional Communion 
(that is, what the Diſſenters call ſo, their Communion with 


7 the Church of England) aces not deſerve that Name, it being 

5 Communion with a Church of which they are not Members. 5 
ll Very well. But the Dean, it ſeems, ſays that Fixt Commu- $3 
wh nion in the Parochial Church where I uſually live, ana Occaſional i 
je Communton in that where I am accidentally preſent , are of the 7 
h /ame Nature. Whence it unavoidabl) follows that Fixt Commu- 5 
nion does not deſerve that Name, and that there is no ſuch thing : 
os «s Communion at all, This is your reaſoning, as if you ſhould ] 
„ argue thus, Occaſional Communion (in the Diſſenters Senſe) * 
u Commanion with a Church whereof we are not Members, o 
er 15 not properly Communion, Therefore Occaſional Communi- i 
4% oz (as we may uſe that Word in another Senſe) Communion 4 
h with a Church whereof we are Members, is not properly b 
e Communion. All that the Dean ſays, is, That Communi- 5 
x 3 on with that Pariſh-Church where we live may be call'd fix'd 4 
e Communion, and Communion with another Pariſh-Church | 
may be calld Occaſional; not that this Occaſional Communi- 1 
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Hug 
on is of the ſame nature with that the Diſſenters call ſo: 
Which he does not allow, as you ſay, hut abſolutely deny; 
for he affirms the one to be Communion with Churches, which 
are Members one of another, the other to be Communion 
with /eparate Churches. Now it is not good reaſoning, to 
apply what he ſays of Occaſional Communion in one Senſe, 
to what he ſays of it in another. Fix'd Communion and Oc 
caſional Communion in one Senſe, may be of the ſame Mature, 
as he ſays, but it is a little hard to infer from hence, that 
Fix'd Communion, and what is calPd Occaſional in another 
Senſe, are of the ſame Nature. So that he has not azawvare; 
aeftroyd fix's Communion, whatever you think, except you 
can prove it good Logic, to argue from the Truth of a Pro- | 

ſition in one Senſe, to the Truth of it in another. „ 
What follows (p. 74.) might have been as well ſpared, 
and would have been, if you had conſider'd that the Dean 
plainly ſays, that a Perſon by being made a Member of any 
ſound particular Church, is made a Member of the Univer- 
ſal Church, and has a right by this means to all the Privi- Þ* 
leges of a Member, and that as he ought to Communicate 
in whatever part of the World he is, with the Churches ſet- 
tled in the Lands he is in, provided he can without Sin; ſo 
thoſe Churches ought to admit him to Acts of Communion 
with them, and acknowledge him a Member of their own 
Church, as he is a Member of a ſound part of the Univerſal 
Church. For he is truly a Member of them, as they are 
| ſound Chriſtian Churches, nay he is made ſo by being made 
a Member of his own particular Church, for by that means 
it is that he is made a Member of the whole Church. 

_ Having thus ſhewn, that what you have advanced in this 
Chapter, carries little demonſtration along with it; your 
Concluſion ſignifies little, and the Dean may have prov'd, 
what he thinks he has, for all what you have produc'd againſt 
him. It may be yet a Contradiction to talk of an Occaſional 
Act of Communion, for you have not yet ſhewn, either when 
it is underſtood in your Senſe (as Communicating with a 


Church, 
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church, of which we are not Members) that it is properly an 
AF of Communion, or that all Acts of Communion with a 
Church whereof we are Members, both ftated andoccaſional, 
are not of the ſame nature, i. e. Ads of Communion with 


the whole Church of Chriſt. Such, Ads of Communion. 


with any ſound Church may be ſaid to be, till the contrary 


is ſhewn, and fo they are equally fix®d, and equally occaſional 


with the whole Church. That 18, they cannot be occaſional or 
fx9d with one part and not with another, becauſe they are 


as much Acts of Communion with every part, as with one 


part, and all, as well what the Dean ſays may be calld Oc- 
caſional, as what may be calbd Fix d, (not what you call ſo) 
of the ſame Nature. That is, All Acts of Communion are 
to be look'd on as Ads of Communion with the whole 

Church, and therefore of the ſame Nature; tho? you have. 
found out ſome differences in them, which do not in the 
leaſt affect their Nature, conſider'd as Acts of Chriſtian Com- 
munion, and as ſuch they ought to be conſider'd. And this 
being ſo, all As of Communion (properly ſo call'd) with a 
particular Church, are Acts of Fix'd Communion ; not with 
that particular Church (as diſtinct from all others) as you ex- 


plain it, but (which is to the Dean's purpoſe, whether you 


think fo or no) with the whole Chriſtian Church, to which the 
Chriſtian has a fd and permanent Relation; and this with- 
out the abſurdity you imagine in it, as you interpret it. 
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CHAP. VII. 


V Our ſeventh Chapter is directed againſt this Propofi- 
5 tion of the Dean's, 7 hat where what you call Occaſional 
Communion is Lanful, there conſtant Communion is a Duty ; 
That is, That where there is a ſettled Church of Chrift, 
with which you can upon ſome Occaſions exerciſe all AQts of 
Chriſtian Communion, you ought to exerciſe theſe confant- 
ly with it, not begin or encourage ſeparate Communions, or 
endeavour to form Churches within the Bowels of this 
Church. And this we ſay, becauſe we believe there is ſuch 
à thing as a wicked Separation, and we know of no other 
Rule to put a ſtop to eternal Schiſms in the Church. Two, 
not only di ferent, but diſtinct and ſeparate Churches, one 
form'd within the Bowels of another, cannot be in the ſame 
Place without a Schiſm, and the guilt of it on one ſide or 
other. Now, where we find the Cale thus, we ought not 
to communicate with that Church, which is the Guilty, and 
the Schiſmatical, which ever it is. But if we find that 
Church, from which the Separation is made, to be fre: 
from this Guilt, to impoſe nothing but what we can joyn in, 
this we ought conſtantly to joyn with, as the Church ſettled 
where the Providence of God has caus'd us to be Born, as 
the Church from which it is unreaſonable to ſeparate. This 
is the Argument, and I know not any thing you have ſaid 
yet, which ſhews it to be weak. Different Churches may 
be poſſibly in the ſame Nation without Sin, and if they ate 
ſo, an Ezgliſh Traveller may communicate with any of them, 
as he ſees fit, and as his Conſcience will permit him. But 
to ſay this Rule obliges him to Impoſ/rbulities is to ſay any 
thing, without any deſign of ſpeaking to the purpoſe. 
You proceed to examine another Reaſoning of tlie Des 
upon this Subject, (p. 79.) which I ſhall fairly repreſent, 
and leave the Reader to judge, whether it ought to have cx- 
/ | | | 


Cited 
* 


cited your Mirth ſo much as it ſeems to have done. When 
Men communicate occaſionally, as they ſpeak (obſerve thoſe Words) 
with all the different Parties of Chriſtians in a divided Church, 
= they either communicate (that is, according to the true and pro- 
per (ignification of the Word) with none, or with all. After 
this, he proves what he ſays, and the Inconveniences and 
Abſurdities attending both theſe. If they mean by commu- 
nicating, performing theſe Acts of Communion, not as Members 
of theſe Churches, then. they communicate (truly, and properly 
{peaking, according to the Notion he had before advanced 
of Communion) with none, which is a ſinful Omiſſion. If 
they mean, by Communicating , performing thoſe Acts in 
them all as Members, then they are in Communion (not 
with different parts of Chriſt's Church, which have not ſe- 
parated from one another, but) with aſtinct and ſeparate 
parts in the ſame Country, ſome of which mult be Schiſima. 
tical, This is the Propoſition, and this is the proof of it, and 
of the Inconvenience following, granting which of the two 
you pleaſe: And whether there is ſuch ridiculous weakneſs 
in it, you are not to determine, but to leave to others to 
judge. You have not yet prov'd that what you call Occaſional 
Communion is properly ſo calld, and therefore you have not 
deſtroy'd the ground of the Argument. The Suppoſition 
you preſently make does not come up to our Point. There 
may be different Churches in the ſame Country without a 
Schiſm :. And till you ſhow that ſome of theſe Churches 
were form'd out of another already conſtituted, you will not 
be able to ſhow, that the ſame Reaſoning concludes him a 
Schiſmatick, who (as he is a Member of the Univerſal Church, 
is a Member of ev'ry ſound part of it, and therefore) com- 
municates with theſe different Churches. His Communion is 
not Occaſional in your Senſe, nor is the Dean oblig'd, by tlie 
Principles you are now examining, to think any more amiſs 
of him, than you do. 3 5 
What follows next is an attempt to ſhew the uſefulneſs of 

ſuch a Separation as we complain of, with reſpect both to 
Church and State, This . to be your Deſign, if you 

_ wou 
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would ſay any thing relating to the Subject we are upon. 
And yet at laſt it is all reſolved into this, That where Men are 
all of a Mind, Learning and Religion (and the State too, I ſup- 
poſe from what follows) dwindle away, and are in Danger. 
But Men may be of different Opinions in many Things, and 
yet not divide and ſeparate from the Communion of a Charch, 
not gather Churches out of it, not throw off all Obedi- 
ence to the Preſcriptions of lawful Authority. Theſe are 
two Things very diſtant from one another. And tho? you 
could prove that ſuch a Separation carried {ome advantage 
along with it, yet you can never ſhew this is enough to com- 
penſate thoſe Heats and Paſſions it neceſſarily cauſes, and 
which we ſee it has rais'd ; nor to prove it lawtul. Being of 
one Mind, at leaſt ſo far as not to invade and diſturb the Peace 
of Church and State, is what is recommended to us in the 


Goſpel; and tho? Schiſms mut be, and you may find out ſome 


accidental good uſe for them, yet Mo be to that Man by whom 


they come. What if ſome may Preach twice a Day to keep their 


Peopie (who do not always think reaſonably, and may be led 
to judge that the beſt Church which has moſt Preaching and 


moſt Noiſe in it) from running to Conventicles, as you lay? 


You mult be ſenſible, the ſame may be ſaid of the good ute 
of any Diverſion on Sanda) in the Afternoon, which is not 
therefore Lawful. And, what if tbe Conformifts may thank 
the Diſſenters for the goodneſs of the Sermons they have, as well 
as the frequency (which indeed is a new Diſcovery; the Lan- 
guage, Method, Argument, and Subjects commonly hand- 
led, being ſufficient to ſhew no relation or affinity between 
the Diſcourſes of the one, and thoſe of the other) yet this will 


prove nothing but that the Diſſenters are better Preachers, not 


that they are not guilty of a Sin, in making uſe of that Ta- 
lent they are ſo great Maſters of, to draw away our People 
from us; not that they are ſo uſeful to the Church, as 


they would be, if they had not broke the Peace of it, but 


made uſe of this Talent only in their private Converſation, 
to perſuade Men to Unity and Concord. But ſtill you go 
„ | ls ne, On, 


c 


E 


on, and bring in the Philoſopher Jhemiſtius to ſhew the uſe- 
fulneſs of Diſagreeing Opinions: When it is not diſagreeing 
Opinions we are complaining of, but a Separation of Commu- 
nions, a diviſion from a Church, a breach of the Peace 
and Concord of Chriſtians, an unneceſſary departure from 
what you ought to comply with, a tranſgreſſion of the Laws 
of that Love and Unity, which are the Perfection of the 
* Chriſtian Church, whatever advantage aifferent Opinions may 
be to Philoſophy and Arts. | | 8 

Tou have but one thing more to urge upon this Head, 
and that is the Example of St. Paul, which indeed is a conſi- 
derable Argument, if you had taken any pains to ſhow that 
it was home to the purpoſe. of Occaſional Communion : But as 
you have left it to ſhift for it ſelf, I do not ſee what it proves, 
2 unleſs it be this, That to hinder the beginning or progreſs of a 
Freat and apparent diſadvantage to the Chriſtian Religion, à Chri- 


lian ought to comply with a Church eſtabliſh'd, if he can do it 


without Sin, tho) there are ſuch Things in the Conſlitution and 


ts Worſhip of it, as he thinks had better be alter d. This, I think, 
tit certainly proves; and which Side this affeQts, let any one 
judge. But to bring it to your purpoſe, and to ſhow St. 
Paul an Occaſional Communicant in your Senſe, you muſt 


| | ſhow ſeveral Things, which are not yet apparent. For Ex- 


z ample, you muſt prove, That St. Paul had made or en- 
cCourag'd a Separation of one or more Jewiſh Churches from 


this already ſettled : That he did not own himſelf a Mem- 
ber of this, that he did not conſtantly communicate with it, 


when he was at Jeruſalem; or that he conſtantly communi- 


[3 cated with another Jewiſh Church, form'd out of this, and 


ſet up in oppoſition to it by Men, upon diſlike of the Go- 
2 vernment, or Doctrine, or Worſhip of this Church. Theſe, 
and ſeveral other Things you ſhould have prov'd, to have 


£4 made St. Paul's Practice an encouragement to your Occaſional 


| } Communion. In the mean while, I ſhall in brief repreſent the 
4 injuſtice of this parallel. The two Churches you ſpeak of, 


G 2 e 


were the Jewiſh Church (properly ſo calbd) inſtituted by 
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they were expreſly commanded by their Lord. 
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God himſelf, and appointed to remain till he ſhould think 


fit to aboliſh it, and the Chriſtian Church, now juſt inſti- 
tuted by God alfo, made up of thoſe who believed in Feſus. 


In England the ſeveral Churches we are ſpeaking of are, The 
Epiſcopal Chriſtian Church ſettled in the Land, and other 
Chriſtian Churches that have ſeparated themſelves from this 
Church, not by God's expreſs appointment, but as they 
themſelves thought fit. St. Paul was a Member of this 
Jewiſh Church, and never ſet up another Jewiſh Church 
upon any diſhke of it. He endeavour'd indeed to convert 
Jews to the Chriſtian Faith, he taught 'em as they believ'd 
in God, to believe alſo in Jeſus Chriſt ; but this, not draw- 
ing them from the Communion of the Church ſettled, as long 
as ir was conſiſtent with their being, and profeſſing them- 
ſelves Chriſtians. This they might enjoy, and be preſent at 
all Acts of Jewiſh Worſhip as conſtantly as any Jews, and 


yet be Chriſtians, yet meet together for the performance of 


Acts of Communion peculiar to the Chriſtian Religion, as 
But you 
have ſeparated (as you your ſelves thought fit) from a /errle! 
Chriſtian Church, and ſet up other Chriſtian Churches upon 
your own diflike of this already conſtituted. You have 
drawn Chriſtians from a Chriſtian Church eſtabliſh'd. Again, 


St. Paul, if I am not miſtaken, did ordinarily and conſtantly 


communicate with the Jewiſh Church, whenever he could, 
and in the place you quote 1s ſaid to perform ſome Ceremo- 


nies in the Temple enjoyn'd by the Law, becauſe he would 


not hinder the propagation of the Goſpel, but was willing 
to remove that Prejudice from the Jews, that Chriſtianity was 
an Enemy to their Religion, and that he preach'd againſt 


the Jews. ſtill obſerving the Law of Moſes ; which is no /c- 


cular end, but was abſolutely neceſſary at that time for the 
Intereſt of Chriſtianity in that Country. You refuſe the or- 
dinary and conſtant exerciſe of Communion with us, tho? no- 
thing could do the Chriſtian Cauſe a greater piece of Service; 
and now and then you join with us in Acts of Communion, 


not 
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not for any advantage to the Chriſtian Religion, but ſometimes 
(as you muſt acknowledge) for Ends wholly ſecular. Here is 
a wide difference between the two Caſes. And indeed, if 
you would have the Example of an Apoſtle to plead, you 
ought to produce one, who, when a Chriſtian Church was al- 
ready ſettled in a place, with which he thought it lawful at 
any time to communicate, either begun or encourag'd a Se- 
paration from this; or ſhow, that he join'd with thoſe, who 
refus'd to obey the Preſcriptions of the Governors of this 
Church, that he communicated ordinarily with hee, and 
now and then, upon a temporal Conſideration, communicated 
with that Church ſettled before. This will come up to our 
Point, if I rightly underſtand the Caſe we are now upon. 
But, as yet, I mult think St. Paul's Example far from a juſt 


parallel. 


CHAP. VII 


OUR Ezzhth Chapter is deſign'd to ſhow that Schiſima- 

ticks are Chriſtians, and within the bounds of the Church. 
This you ſhow from Mr. Hooker , from Archbiſhop Bram- 
hall, from Dr. Clagett, and from Dr. Sherlock himſelf. This 
is exactly what was objected to the Dean, many years 
ago: And yet no notice is taken of the Anſwer he then gave 
to it, but the ſame Thing urg'd, as if it had never been 


heard of before. The Dean's Anſwer to this, you might 


have found in his Vindication of the Defence of Dr. Still ing- 
fleet, p. 60. this being premis'd, p. 31. That the Authority of 
theſe late Writers of the Church of England ({uppoſing they 
contradict him) zs neither a ſuffictent Anſwer to him, nor a 


x ſuſficient Juſtification of his Adverſary and his Party, who are 


condemned by theſe very Men, whoſe Authority they oppoſe to him, 


tho they do not value it themſelves, But p. 60. &c. you find 


him 
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him reconciling this appearing difference, He ſays expreſly, 


This difference is not real but verbal. Mr. Hooker and Dr. 
Field believe Schiſmaticks as mach out of the Charch as I do, and 
I believe them to be as much in the Church as they do. The ſame 


may be faid of the others you alledge. When Mr. Hooker 


aſſerts, That all that profeſs the Faith of Chrift, &c. are Members 
of the viſible Church, he under ſtands the viſible Church in a large 
Notion, to comprehend the whole Body of profeſs'd Chriſtians. 
That they are Chriſtians, you find here, he alſo acknowleages 
and that they belong to the Church; but this he denies, when þe 


fakes the Church in a more confined Senſe. He owns, That they 


are vijible Churches, as bad Men are viſible Chriſtians, but not 
fuch Churches as Chriſt will own, p. 71. And any thing con- 
trary to this you have not ſhown to be meant by any of the 
Authors you have produced: Now the Reaſon of this Aſ- 
ſertion of his, which you are ſo angry at (tho' if it was his 
Opinion, I can't fee why you ſhould be angry with him for 


letting you know it) is, becauſe the Church is one Society or 
Communion; and the way of keeping in this one Com- 
munion, is being in Communion with that part of it, in 


which the Providence of God has plac'd you: Which there- 
fore if you forſake, when you can continue in it without 


Sin, you are guilty of an Unchriſtian Schiſm. This is a ſerious 
Matter, and therefore (inſtead of taking notice of your pro- 


phane Jeſt upon ſo ſacred a Subject as the Trinity, or the 
allowance of Three Emperors which you produce for calling 
your ſelves Chriſtians, which are very foreign to the Matter 
in hand) I ſhall rather, as a more proper concluſion of this 


Chapter, recommend this to the ſober Conſideration of all 


who are concern'd. That a Separation from a ſettled Church 


is not a light thing; That all who are engag'd in it, ought 
ſeriouſly to conſider , whether this Separation is neceſſary, 


whether they have endeavour'd to inform themſelves of the 
true ſtate of the Caſe; and after thier beſt Enquiries are 
fully perſuaded they ſhould fin, if they ſhould conform; 
(which is the only thing can render them excuſable before 


God) 
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from a Church with which they may hold Communion 
without ſinning. That the Church of Exgland is ſuch a 


Church, the next Chapter, I hope, will afford us ſome 


proof. 


8 


— 
— 


EMAP.” IK 


1 Come now to examine what you think a ſufficient Juſti- 


fication of Diſſenters, from the charge of Schiſm. All 
that I ſhall premiſe is this, That an unreaſonable and unneceſ- 


ſary Separation from a ſettled Church, is the Schiſm we are diſ- 


puting about: And I think in this we are agreed: for the me- 
thod you take to juſtify Diſſenters from the Charge ofSchiſm, 
is by endeavouring to prove their Separation neceffary, So that 


we are not Ditcourfing now about the Scripture-notion of the 


Word Schiſm, or the Ingredieats of Schiſm ; but this is our 
only Point, whether ſuch a Separation from the Church of 


4 England as we complain of, is Neceſſary, or Reaſonable. But 
© before you come to this Point, You offer an Argument fram'd 


according to the Dean's Principles, to prove that Jo are not 


Sehiſmaticks from the Church of England. Schiſmaticks from 


the Church of England are Schiſmaticks from the Catholick 
church. This is the Dean's Aﬀertion. Bat, you ſay, you 


nave prov'd in the foregoing Chapter, That jou are act Schij- 
maticks from the Catholick Church; Therefore, the Dean mult. 


acknowledge, yon are not Schiſmaticks from the Church of Eng- 
land, according to his own Reaſoning, I anſwer, No ſuch 


thing, If the Dean thinks you Schiſmaticks from the Catho- 
lick Church, he firſt thought you Schiſmaticks from the Charch 
& England, and from thence infer'd it. Now, ſuppoſing he 
does not think you have prov'd, what you ſay you have 
un the foregoing Chapter, he is not obliged to think other- 


wile 


God) or whether they can anſwer for ſuch a Separation 
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wiſe than he did before. And ſuppoſing he is perſuaded by 

your Arguments, that you are not Schiſmatichs from the Ca- 
tholick Church, yet he is not obliged upon that account not to 
think you Schiſmaticks from the Church of England: But all 
that he is obliged to, by any Laws of Logick I know of, is 
to think that Schiſmaticks from the Church of England are not 
Schiſmaticks from the Catholick Church, which is a quite diffe- 
rent thing. Put, beſides this, you miſtake your ſelf, when | 
you ſay you have prov'd in the foregoing Chapter, that you . 
are not Schiſmaticks from the Catholick Church, unleſs you have 
prov'd ſomewhat,which it was not the deſign of that Chapter 
ro prove. What that was you tell us in plain Words at the 
beginning of it, viz. That /appoſing you are Schiſmaticks from 
the Church of England, jet you are not ſo from the Catholick 
Church; ſo that the whole Chapter runs upon this Suppo- 
fition, That you are Schiſmaticks from our Church : and all 
the Authorities you produce are deſign'd to ſhow that 
 Schiſmaticks from a particular Church, ſtill belong to the Catholick 
church, Now ſuppoſing the Dean ſhould grant, for Diſpa- 
tation-ſake (as you ſpeak) that you have prov'd this, in the 
Senle that he denied it; yet he may {till hold, that Schiſmaticis 
from the Church of England, are Schiſmaticks from the Church cf 
England. Thus it appears, that you did not defign to prove 
in the foregoing Chapter, what you ſay you have; that if 
you have prov'd it, yet the Dean is not oblig'd to alter his 
Opinion, till he himſelf thinks ſo; and that if he himſelf 
{hould really think you have, yet he is not oblig'd to grant 
your Conſequence, but may ſtill think you Schiſmatichs from 
the Church of England. But, to proceed, | 
Your Second Argument, in order to vindicate your Peop!: 

from the guilt of an Vnreaſonable Separation, is taken from the 
unreaſonable and ſtrange 1erms required of your Miniſters, fu 
non. complyance wherewith ſeveral were ejected many years ago, av We 
others are ſtill kept out: and the Obligation the People are und 
zo join with theſe Diſſenting Miniſters. And indeed, if you 
could prove this, we muſt give up the Cauſe, For the Rer 
der's Satisfaction in this Point, I will Fir, 


5b 49 
Firſt, Examine what you alledge for the proof of this. 
Secondly, I will ſtate your Argument, and ſhow it him in 
its full Strength; from whence J ſhall obſerve to him ſeveral 
Things that remain yet to be prov'd before it can do you 
any Service. And PE nes 
Thirdly, I will ſhow that if the Principles you reaſon upon 
are true, they make very much againſt hour ſelves, 
Ik) be firſt Point concerns the amrea/onable Terms required of 
Y Miniſters in the Church of England, by the Act of Uniformity, 
which kept out your Predeci (ſors, and ſtill keep oat you. Theſe 
I ſhall conſider in the order you have thought fit to lay em 
down in, and fay ſomewhat to ev'ry one of them, that ſo 
the Reader may judge, Whether they are fo anreaſonable 
Terms, as you pretend. !. They muit own Biſhops as an Or- | 
der (by Divine Right) ſuperior to Presbyters. It is more than : 
I know, that any Declaration or Subſcription to this purpoſe I 
is required of Miniſters in the Charch of England: Nor can! 
think where to find any ground for this Charge, unleſs it be, 
that they are required to give their Aſſent and Conſent not on- 
ly to the Book of Common- Prayer, but to the Form of Cox/e- 1 
| cation of Biſhops, Cc. and to ſubſcribe to this, That this  þ 
Form containeth in it nothing contrary to the Nord of God, and 2 
bat it may lanfully be aſed, &c. in the Preface to which Form 1 
che Divine Right of Biſhops is aſſerted. If this is the ground k 
of your Charge in this firſt Article, 2 ſhould have done 
two Things, abſolutely neceſſary, before this part of your 1 
/ 


Accuſation can be made good: Fir#, You ſhould have 
prov'd that Aſſent and Couſent imply a per fe& agreement to 

ev'ry particular Sentence in thoſe es, and in the Rabricts 
and Prefaces belonging to them: which is a difficulty you 
may be fond of, as it is the moſt popular Excuſe you have 
for your Non. conformity, but can hardly be grounded upon 
chat Act of Oniformity, in which it is ſaid, IJ hat you are to 
declare your Aſſent and Conſent (not to the truth of ev'ry Pro- 
mpoſition contain'd in thoſe Forms, and the Prejaces to them: 
And certainly ſomewhat like * would have been ſaid, if 
# | | this 


\ 


bh. 


55 

this had been intended by thoſe who required this Declara. 
tion; but) fo the uſe of all Things in the ſaid Forms contain'd 
and preſcrib'd, in theſe Words, Then follow the Words to be 


us'd, and it appears, they were intended for nothing but to 
declare your Agreement to the «ſe of theſe Forms: And if 


you will ſtretch this Declaration farther than it was deſign'd 
to reach, and from thence form an Argument for Von: con. 
formity ; you may complain, if you pleaſe, of hd Terms; 


but you mult give others leave to judge, that this is impoling 


hard Terms upon your ſelves, which therefore you ought not 
to complain of. For who is to be blam'd for this? Orhers, 


w ho declare over and over again no ſuch thing was intended ? 


or, your ſelves, who are reſolv'd to interpret Words that are 


capable of, and determin'd to, another Signification, in the 


moſt rigorous Senſe poſſible, and then cry out ? But then, 
in the next Place, if this had been expreſs'd in the Adt, as 
you ſeem to wiſh it had, yet you ſhould have ſhown ano- 
ther thing to make good your Charge, and rhat is, That 
there is any ſuch Poſition in that Form mention'd, or the 
Preface to it, as this, Biſhops are, of Divine Right, ſuperiour 
to Presbyters, I confeſs I ſee no ſuch thing there, nor any 
thing more, than that Biſhops have been an Order in the Church 
ever ſince the Apoſile's Days. Not but that I think it may be, 


and hath been abundantly made out, that Epi/copacy, or the 


Superiority of Oze over many Presbyters, was of Apoſtolical 
Inſtitution , which is Divine Inſtitution: And till I fee 


Chillingworth's ſhort Argument upon this Head, and what is 


produc'd out of the Epiſtles to Timothy and Titus fairly an- 
ſwer'd, and Ignatius's Epiſtles prov'd ſpurious, I ſhall think 
it too ſoon to urge this againſt any Church, as a Hardſhip up- 
on her Miniſters, ſuppoſing ſhe required of them an 4ſſ.en. 
to this; much more, when the Church only declares in the 


Preface to the Ordination- Form, &c. as a reaſon for retaining 


ſuch degrees of Miniſters in the Church, that they have been 


in it ever ſince the Apoſtle's Days. Lou think fit to cavil 
at this, and put Scruples in People's Heads, but you pres on 
KG by nothing 


1 


i 


ſbops, they muſt be Re. ordain d, and this is to throw Dirt upon all 
their former Miniſtrations. You can't mean, that this is td 
8 confefs all former Acts of their Miniſtry valid, and of none 


effect, becauſe you know they who require this of them do 
not think ſo themſelves; but if you mean that this will be a 


8 tacit Confeſſion, that they were not regularly admitted into 
| the Miniſtry before, I do not ſee why this may not be re- 
quired of them, and why it ſhould not be eaſily granted by 
| them, unleſs they can demonſtrate that there has not been 
ſuch an Order as Biſhops in the Church, in all Ages of it: 
And that Ordination is not chiefly, and in the regular Courſe 
of Things, their Office. This you account hard upon thoſe 
© who were Ordain'd before by Presbyters; but how does this 
affect ſuch as had Epiſcopal Ordination? Or, How 1s this a 
I Reaſon for Diſſenting to thoſe who were to come into the 


Miniſtry after the reſtauration of Epiſcopacy ? But 3dly, They 


. 


$ 


To the uſe of all Things, ſays the Act. But you underſtand 
better the intent of that Declaration, than thoſe who require 
it of you, and will not make it in the Senſe of thoſe who 
impoſe it, but in your own, which is very unreaſonable. 
athly, They maſt ſwear Obedience to the Biſhops, according to the 
Canons. Here you refer your Reader, I ſuppoſe, to what 
you have ſaid under your third Argument (p. 118.) where, 
all you deſign is, to prove obſtinate and open Oppoſers of the 
Eſtabliſbd Church, excommunicate by the Canons; as we ſhall 
ſee by and by. And how little this refers to the Miniſter's 
Obedience to his Biſhop, evry one may ſee. Fly, They muft 


. Kc. 6thly, Nor give the Lord s-Supper to any that refuſe to 


jou lay no Charge here againſt rhe Croſs in Baptiſm, you have 
aid nothing to the 3oth Canon of our Church, which gives 


advance any thing to ſhew it Urlawful or Popiſh, but only 
= H 2 juſt 


nothing of an Argument againſt it. But, 2dly, By eheſe Bi. 


| muſt declare their Aſſent and Conſent to all Things in the Liturgy: 


nos Baptize any without the Sign of the Croſs, and God fathers, 


E Keel, But in the firſt Place, I deſire it may be obſerved , 


the People the true Reaſons of preſcribing it; you do not 


( 5) 


Juſt mention it. Now, ſince the Church has given you her 
Reaſons for preſcribing it, ſince the uſe of it is ſo carefully 
fenced, and guarded by her Declarations, that there can 
be no danger from hence, of an idolatrous and ſuper. 
ſtitious uſe of it, why ſhould this be complain'd of 
In the next Place the Reader mult take care of believing 
you, when, you tell him confidently, that according to our 
Church, the Parents mut ſtand by at the Baptiſm of their 
Children, as tho) they were not concern'd. For it is too plain, 
that this is ſaid merely to ſerve your preſent purpoſe: Are 
not the Parents to procure theſe Sureties? Is this deſign'd by 
the Church to render the Parents unconcern'd for their Chil. 
dren? Have not the Parents indiſſolvible Obligations upon 
themſelves (on other Accounts) to take care of them? And 
is not this required of them, and wholly deſign'd, for the ſpi- 
ritual advantage of the Infant? Ir is a fad thing that you 
have indulged your Pens ſo far as to fill the People's Head: 
with ſuck groundleſs Prejudices and-Scruples. If you, and 
other Enemies of our Church had not taken this Method, but 
on the contrary had ſincerely declared (what you ſeem her: 
to grant) that theſe Things here mention'd are Ia in then, 
ſelves, the Cry againſt them could never have riſen to any 
heighth: For tho” great Meraphyſicians might poſſibly Rudy 
themſelves into ſuch an Opinion, yet the People could hardly 
ever (without an zzp/icit Faith) be brought to think, that 
the impoſing Things, lavfull in themſel ves, makes them unla vfull. 
But under this Head, you amuſe your Reader with a ſtrangc 
Phraſe, Cloggins Chris Ordinances with new Terms of Con 
munion; Which I muſt now examine. The Ordinances you 
are ſpeaking of, are Bapti/m and the Supper of the Lord. If! 
underſtand rightly the meaning of this Phraſe, theſe Sacra 
ments are ſaid to be cd with nem Terms of Communion, in 
the Church of Exgla nd, becauſe the People can never partake 
in them without ſome Condition, Chriſt has not made ne- 
ceſſary to their partaking in them; for inſtance, They can- 
not have their Children Bapriz'd, unleſs they E 2 
athers, 
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fathers, and they cannot receive the Communion, unleſs they 
Kyeel, for theſe two Things only are what you fix this Ac- 
cuſation upon here. This is the uttmoſt I can make of it. 
Now I deſire to know, whether this Hardſhip is upon the 


Miniſters, or the Peop/:? Chiefly upon the People it is 


plain: And all you can mean with reſpect to our ſelves is, 
that you will not have any hand in dealing thus hardly 


with the People, and therefore cannot conform as Miniſters. 
Now, Firi#t, many of you your {elves deal as hardly at leaſt 
with the People. I mean Them, who expreſly require a New 
Covenant, diſtinct from the Goſpel Covenant, of their Peo- 
ple, before they can be admitted to Communion with them. 
You tell us, Thoſe which you have produced are the common 


Grounds in which all Diſſenters agree; but if ſuch of you as I 
am now ſpeaking of, can tax any Church with cg 


Chri#t's Ordinances with nem Terms of Communion, and make. 
this a Plea for Noxconrformity, then either I know not what 


they mean by zem Terms, or they have little Modeſty left. 


But, Secozaly, I might appeal to the People, if they were not 
prepoſleſs'd, and od Phraſes (Which they know not the 


meaning of) put into their Mouths, and ſafely venture to. 
make them Judges in their own Cale. But as it is, I muſt. 
turn my ſelf to you. And, pray, what is this mighty hard- 
ſhip? Are God. fathers and God-mothers unlaw ful? Or, is. 
Kyeeling at the Sacrament ſo? No ſuch thing is pretended. 
here. Does the impoſing theſe Things make them anlawfal ?. 
You ſay no ſuch thing, whatever you think, only inſinuate 


87 


ſomething like it in another form of Speech. When the Go 
vernors of this Church have agreed to require theſe Things 
of their People, ought they to think this a haraſbhip? Ought . 
they not rather to comply with them, than to raiſe a diſtur- 
bance in the Church by not complying ? If they ought not, 


let it be plainly ſhown, and not darkly hinted at in one od 


Expreſſion. If they ought, what have you to do firſt to raiſe, 
and then to encourage ſuch Weakneſs and ſuch Scruples in 


them? Why ſhould you interpoſe your ſelves to make their 
| © | Scruples - 
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Scruples ſtronger? Why ſhould you talk of this as a great 
Hardſhip upon them, and pretend to minifter in ſeparate 
Cungregations in order to redreſs their Grievances of this Na. 
rure? Doth not the Charch require Sureties in Baptiſm, and 
Ameeling at the Communion, the one, that the greateſt Security 
may be given for the good Education of the Children, and 
the other, that the facred Solemnity of the Lord's Supper may 
be perform'd with all Decency, and the moſt uniform Reve- 
rence ? And thele I think are good Reaſons. So that if I 
were in your place, and had a mind to expreſs this heinous 
Offence againſt the People's liberty , I ſhould think my felt 
obliged to avoid foch Phraſes as you pick out, and as tend 
only to amuſe and prejudice Men's Minds, and to repreſent 
it with due regard to the Truth and Original of the Matter. 
And indeed, if inftead of telling your People that the Church 
F England clogs Chris Ordinances with new Terms of Commu- 
nion, you ſhould have told them, That this Church will act 
permit Baptiſm to be adminiſtred to Children, unleſs their Parents, 
beſides their own Obligations, give ſach Security for their goos 
Edacation as God. fathers and Goa-mothers : nor permit the Lord's 
Supper to be adminiſtred to any, who will not take it in a poſture 
of Reverence and Humility : I ſay, if it had been repreſented 
to the People in ſome ſuch Words, I hardly think they could 
have been much frighted, or imagin'd their Chriſtian Liber- 
ties invaded, or been drawn over to other Teachers, in order 
to have Baptiſm adminiſtred to their Children with 4% Se- 
curity, or to partake of the Lord's Supper with 4% Decexcy. 
Now, ſuppoſing you had conform'd as a Miniſter, and when- 
ever there was occaſion , ſhould ſeriouſly have profeſs'd to 
your People thus, What I require of you in order to Baptiſmm or 
receiving the Lord's Supper is in obedience to a lanful Authority 
to which I am acconntable. Theſe Sareties were order'd by this 
Anthority for a good end, and this Keeling only for Decency, as 4 
reverent and becoming Geſture: And there being no Objections 
againſt the things themſelves, you ought to conſalt the Peace and 

eanty of this Church by complying with them. Do you think 

OY 8 you 


( 


(55) 


you ſhould have had any uneaſineſs upon your Conſcience on 
this account ? Or, chat if you had all done this, you ſhould 
| not have done the Church of Chriſt more real Service than 
you can poſhbly do it, while you divide the Communions 
and Hearts of Chriſtians ? Or, that if ſomewhat like this had 
been ſincerely inculcated upon the People, theſe Things 
could ever have been taken for Oppreſſion, and ſeparate 
Churches erected for Cities of Refuge? But I return to your 
Charge, and, 7. Miniſters in the Church of England muſt in 
effect ſay, all that are buried are ſaved, except the Unbaptized,,. 
| Excommunicate, and Self-murtherers, This I ſuppoſe you 
ground upon ſome Sentences in the Office of Burials, but very 
unreaſonably. For, in the firſt place, ſuppoſing there are 
ſome Paſſages in that OMice looking that way, how unjuſt is 
it to fix this meaning upon them, when this Church in her 
publick Offices has declared the contrary more than once in 
| plain and expreſs Words? The ſame Perſons who drew up 
this Form, drew up the others in that Book, and if they 
| were Men of common Senſe (as it is to be hoped they were) 
| they did not mean to contradict in theſe Places, what they 
| had aſſerted and implied in ſeveral others of the ſame Book. 
In the next place, the Paſſazes meant here, do not ſay, or 
| neceſſarily imply, that the Perſons buried are ſaved: As they 
| were not deſign'd to do this, ſo they are capable of another 
| Signification. If it be conſider'd, that we have nothing to 
do to judge of particular Men's condition, how little re- | 
| mov'd from Fear, and how far from Confidence, the loweſt de- 
| gree of Hope is, I think we may ſay, As our Hope is this our 
Brother doth, without being {aid to determine him to Salva- 
tion, Whatever He has been. Nor can this be thought any 
| Encouragement to a wicked Life, when done by a Church, 
that has declared in her publick Offices, and declares by the 
| Sermons of her Miniſters ev'ry day, the xeceſſity of a good 
Life. As for the other Expreſſion this Cavil is founded up- 
| It hath pleaſed Almighty God of his great Mercy to take unto him 
| ſelf the Soul of our dear Brother here departed ; I think it is _w_ 
| EE plain, 


(56) 
plain, that there is a real difference, and a diſtinction made 
by our Church in this very Office, between 4lmighty God's 
taking the Soul of a Perſon to himſelf, and taking it to Happineſs 
ani Glory; and that the former is deſign'd only to ſignify his 
taking the Perſon out of this World, to diſpoſe of him as he 
ſhall think fit. He that will not allow this Interpretation to 
Words that will bear it very well, and that were apparently 
deſign'd tor no other, may find fault for ever, and cannot 
poſſibly be anſwer'd. Now I, who can allow this, and, as 
I think, upon juſt Reaſons, can alſo think it a Mercy in Ged to 
take both Gooz and Bad Men out of this World. The Good, 
becauſe they are taken to Reward. Ihe Baa, becauſe I think 
them 2zcorrizible, not to be reform'd by any of the Methods 
in which God ſees fit to deal with Mankind: And tho? the 
go to Puniſhment, yet I judge, to a leſſer degree of Puniſh- 
ment, than if they had been permitted to live longer here, 
and add more and greater Sins to their former Catalogue. 
Therefore I can ſay, God, of his great Mercy, hath taken this 
Perſon to himſelf even of a wicked Man, believing it to be 
done in Mercy to One, who would only live on to Sin more, 
and increaſe his Puniſhment; but not believing, or ſaying 
that This Man is ſav'd. But farther , If this Objection be 
founded upon your Aſſent and Conſent to the uſe of that Office 
in which theſe Sentences are, I deſire you to remember, that 
you give your Aſſext to it, as it is in the Common-Prayer- 
Book, vir. as it ſuppoſes /fficient Diſcipline in the Church 
(which it really does) and with this Suppoſition you muſt, 1 
think, acknowledge it a proper Office, and lawtul to be uſed. 
But, if it be founded upon this, that tho? /ufficiext Diſcipline 
is not exercis'd, yet you mult neceſſarily in Perſon read theſe 
Paſſages over wicked Mea if you miniſter in our Church; 
if what has been ſaid cannot ſatisfy you, I add, that it is 
great odds but you may eſcape ſuch a neceſſity. But if eve: 
there ſhould be this neceſſity, that you your ſelf, in Perſon, 
cannot avoid uſing this Form over Oue who, you are, upon 
good Grounds, perſuaded, died a very wicked Man, Ithink 
He i 
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it would look better in you, and be more excuſable, to omit 

theſe Expreſſions your Conſcience does not approve of, let 

the event be what it will; than to m77/er in ſeparate Con- 
gregations, and to encourage a Diviſion from the Church 

upon this account. In the one Cafe you only venture S/ 

penſion for three Months, and, if it ſhould be executed, you 

have this Comfort, that it is for doing what you thought 

your Duty to do, and here is no great miſchief done to the 

Chriſtian Church. In the other, there is an apparent Miſchief 

to the. Chriſtian Cauſe, and I doubt, hardly juſtifiable by fo 

or an Argument as this, 1 ut miniſter in ſome Church or 

other (which is {till to be prov'd) 1 muit therefore ſeparate from 

the Church of England, becauſe it is probable that I cannot of- 

ficiate in that Church, without reading ſome time or other in my 

Life two Sentences ag aint my Conſcience, which if 1 omit, I run 

the hazard of Suſpenſion for three Months: tho" I may poſſibly avoid 

i toth. 8. Mhereus many Canonical Chapters are omitted, the Mini- 

| ſters muſt read in Publick, Leſſons out of the Apocrypha, par- 

ticularly the Story of Aſmodeus, and Bel and the Dragon; 

; and how theſe tend to the edification of the People, jou do not ſee. 
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. But, pray, ſhow us, how thoſe Canonical Chapters that are 
omitted, tend to the Edification of the People; ſhow us, that 

. MW the Leſſons appointed out of the Apocrypha are not (generally 

1 ſpeaking) molt excellent, and moſt uſeful ; ſhow us, that 
in the publick Service of the Church there muſt not be a 
„ Word ſpoken that does not directly tend to the Fdification of 
e e People (and Pm ſure this will condemn all the Churches 
ein the World, and your ſelves too;) ſhow us, that You, who 

: MW condemn this, do not tell in your Pulpits more ridiculous 

'; and uſeleſs Stories than that of Aſmoders, ard Bl, at leaſt twice 
rin a whole year; and, if you can do all this, ſhow us, after 

„ all, the force of this Argument; I cannot iniſter in the 
Church of Exg/and, becauſe on two days in a whole Tear there 
kW arc two Hiſtories appointed to be read (not as the Word of 

i: WW God, but as they occurr in Books that have been very much 


eſteemꝰ d in the Church) which 1 do not approve of, and 
g I which 
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which I do not ſee how they tend to the Edification of the 
People; tho? on theſe ſame Days there are Leſſons out of the 
New Teſtament, and ev'ry day ſufficient means for their Edi. 
fication. For my part, Iam ſo far from thinking it an Obje- 
tion againſt the Church that ſome Canonical Chapters are 
omitted, that I could rather wiſh ſeveral that are appointed, 
were omitted alſo ; nor would I exchange (if I were to judge 
of the Edification, or real Benefit of others, by my ſelf) moſt 
of thoſe Chapters appointed out of the Apocrypha, for any of 
the Canonical ones which, you complain, are omitted. But 
who could ever have thought (eſpecially after the Churches 
Declaration about theſe Apocryphal Leſſons) that Men who 
_ practiſe and allow in their Churches Humane Compoſures, 
many of them made ex tempore, according to the preſent Hu- 
mour, Fancy, and Diſpoſition of the Preacher, and often 
full of entertaining Stories, ſhould make it an Objection againſt 
another Church, that ſhe permits Chapters to be read in Pub- 
lick out of Books, ſome of them written by excellent Men, and 
all of them eſteem'd and valued in the Jewiſh and Chriſtian 
Church? 9. They mut excommunicate whomſoever aLay-Chancellor 
bias them, &c. You ſhould have ſaid, They muſt read and 
publiſh the Excommunications a Lay-Chancellor ſends to them, 
if you would have kept to ſtrictly to Truth. But as you 
have done in other Caſes, ſo you aggravate this, and make 
it much worſe than it is. I do not believe you can produce 
an Inſtance of any Miniſter, who ever ſuffered for delaying 
the pronouncing the Excommunication, till he has ſearch'd into 
the Reaſons, gave the Parties concern'd notice of it, and put 
em into a method of having the Sentence revers'd. This 


has been, and is, frequently done, and to good purpoſe often, 


without incurring any danger. And it is a hard Caſe, if you 
will not iniſter in a Church, if there is any thing amiſs in 
the Conſtitution of it, tho? it is a great chance, whether you 


ſhall fcel any Inconvenience from it through your whole 


Life. If this is your Principle I doubt you muſt go out 
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of the World, or elſe conform as a La- man. 10. They were 
to renounce the Covenant, &c. That is, they were to ac- 
knowledge that there lay no Obligation upon them to 
deſtroy the very Conſtitution of this State and Church, 
or, to make ſuch alterations in them as the Covenant en- 
gag'd them to make (for the renunciation of this Covenant 
cannot poſſibly extend any farther than to ſuch alterations as 
were deſign'd by this Covenant) that thy? they had been 
| ſo weak as to bind themſelves by ſuch an Oath, yet that they 
now thought it ſo unlawful an Oath, that no conſidering Per- 
ſon ought to think himſelf obliged by it. If they did not 
| think this an azlawfal Covenant ( eſpecially when they could 
not perform it but at the manifeſt danger of the pic Peace 
again) they were not very fit to be acknowledg'd as Mini- 
| /ters in this Church. And if they did not think any Obliga- 
tion lay upon them from it, where was the hardſhip of de- 
| claring this? They were not to renounce it for others, fo as to 
| ſignify what others thought, but what they ought to think. 
| This Difficulty is now remov'd, as you confeſs: And fo this, 
| and the following Objection mult for ever be laid aſide, as any 
{ Reaſons for your preſent Non-complyance, whatever they were 
| heretofore. What follows is only a hard Reflexion or two 
| from Dr. Bates, upon the Perſons concern'd in that Bartholo- 
| mew- Act, and the Savoy-Conferences, and the Principles they 
acted upon; which, I think, neither He nor Jou have any 
thing to do with. Neither the Concurrence of the Ruling 
| Clergy in the Ac, nor the Words he fixes upon Biſhop Shel- 
on, prove what he is pleas'd to affirm, that they were in- 
| ſtigared by Mrath and Revenge: For very good Chriſtians 
might concur in that Act, and ſpeak thoſe Words, from a 
| ſerious Conſideration of the Miſeries ſome ſort of Men had 
| already brought upon the Nation, and the reaſonableneſs of 
taking the greateſt Securities from ſuch Perſons, for the fu- 
ture Peace and Quiet of the Church and State. I am ſure, 
| however we our ſelves ſuffer, we ought not to give our ſelves 
| the liberty of fixing the worſt and moſt unchriſtian Inter- 
I 2 pretation 


e 
pretation upon other Men's Words and Actions, when they 
are capable of a good one. Another Author you produce as x 
Witneſs of the hardſhips of this At; but he ſays nothing to 
excuſe you, but only what tends to caſt an Odium upon the 
E/tabliſhment, and to widen our Breaches, which it is the 
part of ev'ry good Man to endeavour to heal. Thus have] 
gone over the ſeveral Reaſons you give for your Non-con. 
formity as Miniſters: And have, I hope, remark'd under 
ev'ry one of them, what is ſufficient to ſhow, that they arc 
not ſuch very hard Terms but that they might have been com. 
plied with; but that much harder might have been impoꝰd. 
if Wrath and Revenge had been the great moving Principles, 
I have ſome few more Obſervations to make, and then 1 
ſhall proceed. 

1. Of theſe eleven Heads of Accuſation you produce, the 
Two laſt are wholly vaniſh'd now, and therefore cannot be 
any of thoſe Reaſons which keep out Tos at preſent. | 

2. Of the Mine others the Firſt is founded upon a miſtak: 
of your own, for I can find no ſuch Thing required. 
3. The Second is the only remaining Objection that can be 

founded upon the Act of Uniformity. For the Third, or an 
Objection of the ſame nature, may be founded upon the 35th 
Canon, by which all Miniſters are required to ſabſcribe, &c 
To the Second I have ſaid what is ſufficient. I obſerve there. 
fore; a 
4. That the 3d, 4th, 5th, 6th, 7th, 8th, & gth, would 
all have been os effectual Reaſons for your Nonconfor mit) as 
Miniſters, before that Act, as ſince, being founded upon ſome 
Things required of Miniſters then as well as now, upon what 
the 0% as well as New Church of Eugland, thought very fit 
to require of them. Upon which, I defire the Reader to cal 
to mind, how little of Revenge or Malice here could be, upon 
how ſerious Deliberation theſe Things were preſcribed, by 
what great Men they were approved, when it was fir 
thought fit they ſhould be requir'd of all Miniſters, and 
therefore the greateſt part of the blame (if there is any) 1s s 
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be thrown, not upon thoſe who only retain'd them, but 


upon thoſe who firſt preſcribed them. And what ſort of Men 


Ih were, how wiſe and prudent, as well as honeſt and 
learned, how ſollicitous and cautious of doing any thing but 


what was for the Glory of the Church, and the good of their 


People, is ſufficiently known. I do not remark this to inſinu- 


ate that it is impoſſible to make any Alterations for the better 


in what ach Men have done (which they require not of us 
to think, but rather imply the contrary) but to ſhow, that 


theſe are not nem Terms of Miniſterial Conformity, that they 


are not to be dated from 1661. nor to be referr'd to the in- 


fluence of wicked and unchriſt ian Principles. The two laſt 
Heads of your Charge give you the molt ground for that 
Cenſare ; bat T obſerve _ 

5. They may be very well accounted for, if we conſider 
the great and fatal Diſturbances that had laid waſte both 
Church and State, the realonableneſs of requiring ihe great- 
eſt Security, in order to prevent the ſame Miſeries, of Per- 


{ons who were to come into Places, in which they were ca- 
pable of doing a great deal of Miſchief, and in which ſome, 
at leaſt, would retain the ſame Principles of Diſturbance : 


Which leads me | 


6. To put the Reader in mind, how unfairly you deal with 
him, when you amaſs together ſo many Heads of Accuſa- 
tion, and endeavour to caſt an Odiam upon your Governors 
in Church and State, without letting him know, or ſo much 


as once intimating, that there were the /eai? Provocations 


given, on the other ſide, when you know there were the 
greateſt imaginable ; or, fo much as o Reaſon for requiring 
theſe Things, when you know there are many as we 
think. After I have ſaid thus much, I think, I may leave 
any impartial Perſon to judge, whether theſe Terms are ſo 


very hard, that good and conſidering Men might nor ealily 


have conform'd to them, and prevented that Ejection and 


Deprivation ſo much complain'd of. You proceed now to 


the Second part of your Argument, viz. That the — 
N ing 
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being ejected by the Impoſition of theſe Terms, it was the Duty of 
the People to adhere to them, and their Succeſſors, and ſinful to 
forſake them, and join with the Conformiſts. 

For the proof of this, you alledge no plain Argument 
drawn from the Words of Scripture, or from the Peace and 


Union of the Church; but all theArguments you produce (tho 


you tell us, they were the good old Presbyter ian Arguments) are 


taken from an Author, whole Principles you will acknowledge 


to be good for nothing, as He manages them : And yet, as 


I 


To manage them, I believe He himſelf will acknowledge 


them good for nothing. The Firſt Argument you borrow, 
is taken from Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, as it you would make us 
believe your People had great Skill in Precedents, and ſtuck 
cloſe to you, when you were ejected, becauſe 4 conſiderable 
number of the Tahabitants of Conſtantinople, after the unjuſt 


Depoſition of John Chry ſoſtom, refus'd to communicate with his | 


Sacceſſor. It is very hard to build fo great a part of CHriſt ian 
Dat), and that ſo nearly concerns many ordinary and un- 


learned People, upon a remote piece of Hiſtory, they cannot 
be ſuppoſed to know, but as Learned Men think fit to diſh it 
out to them. And what will become of this Argument, 


when another Learned Man comes, and produces many more 
Inſtances of Chriſtian People communicating with a Biſhop, 
even ſuppoſing his Predeceſſor was anlamfull) ejected ? The 
Second Argument you borrow is taken from rhereaſo of the 
thing. But, in ſhort, if the only Reaſon, why theſe Argu- 
ments are not good for your. Author's purpoſe, and yet very 
ood for yours, is, as you tell us, becauſe you were ready to give 
the State all reaſonable Security for your Loyalty, which his Friends 
were not, then you effeQually acknowledge 4 Power in the 
State to deprive and eject Eccleſiaſtical Perſons upon ſome Occa- 
ſions(as in the Caſe of the Non. jurors) and that upon theſe Oc- 
caſions their Obligation to a publick Diſcharge of their Mi- 
niſtry ceaſeth, and their relation to their Flocks is deſtroy'd. 
Now, if this be ſo, then it is plain (according to your ſelf) 
4 leſs Power can vacate their Commiſſion than the Power that gave 
| = | „ 
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certainly, you are not ſenſible your ſelf, bow you manage 
this part of your Cauſe. You make uſe of Arguments, 
which, if they prove any thing, certainly deſtroy ſuch a 
Power in the State on all Occaſions, as well as ſome; and yet 
you acknowledge ſuch a Power in it on ſome Occaſions, Your 
Reaſonings cannot be uſed againſt this Power any where but 
in the State; and yet you ſay the ſame Reaſonings prove no 


ſuch Power in the Church, That is, you argue Firſt that 4 


leſs P oer (as you term that of the State) cannot ſtop their 
(ommiſſion, than that which gave it; and thence you infer, 


That he ſame Power that gave it, cannot; Which is very 


pretty. As if, becauſe what has no Power to give, has no 
Power to take away, therefore that which has Power to 
give, has none likewiſe to take away. But becauſe you do 
in Truth acknowledge, againſt the Arguments you produce, 


that there is ſuch a Power in our Szate upon ſome Occaſions , 
Therefore, my Bulineſs is to conſider the Juſtice of what 


you ſay, That your Miniſters were ready to give the State all 
reaſonable Security for their Loyalty, therefore they were undamful— 


ly ejefted, and not oblig'd to obey that State which required of them, 


either to comply with theſe Terms, or to forbear the exerciſe of 


their _— This is quite another Argument than what 
you can form out of the Author you are now tranſcribing. 


In Reply to it I deſire ro know, 1. Whether you do not 


own that a State is to be obey'd /omztimes when it requires. 


this? I think you do, when the Vomjurors are concern'd, 


and therefore you do not deny but that there may be an Obli- 


gation upon you to forbear your publick Miniſtrv, in obe- 


dience to the State; much more, we think, when the Go-- 
vernors both of State and Charch, require it. 2. This being 


ſo, Whether, if the State ſhould chance to be miſtaken, and 
not think thoſe Terms unreaſonable, which Toa do, this diſ- 


ſolves all your Obligation to Obedience to it? 3. What is. 
| | | rea: 


it, which you ſay is abſurd, Then alſo, upon ſome Occa- 
ſions, the State can alienate Holy Perſons who are dedicated to 
God's ſpecial Service: which you ſay cannot be done. But 
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reaſonable Security? The State, one would think, was a pro- 
per Judge of that, and the Sate thought it but a reaſonabl: 
Securitj that you ſhould renounce a Covenant, by which you 

had obliged your ſelves (as was thought) to diſturb the 
Peace of it. This You refus'd ; and therefore I do not ſee 
how you can ſincerely ſay, Tow were ready to give all reaſonable 
Security, But, 4. How come Joa to be the Paſtors of the 
People? And how come the relation between the ejected Biſhops 


and Clergy, and their People to be diſſolved, according to jour 


Self? Can none be unlawfully ejected but your ſelves ? This I 
ſhall mention again by and by : it only puts me in mind at 


preſent, that there was a Church and Biſhops formerly ſettled 


here, and violently ejected, now to be reſtored, and to theſe 


ſome Security was due. But as you refus'd to give what 


was thought veaſonable to the State, ſo you did likewiſe to 
this returning Church. If theſe Cneſtions were fairly an- 
ſwer'd, the Argument which gave occalion to them would be 
anſwer'd likewiſe. Having thus examin'd what you alledge 
for the Proof of your Second Argument, 

J come now, Secoxaly, to repreſent it to the Reader in its 
full force, and ſo to obſerve to him ſeveral Things to be 
prov'd before it can do you any Service. The Argument 
1s this, 


It is ſinful in the People to forſake their Pafors ejected from 


their Livings by the Impoſition of azreaſonable Terms. 
The Diſſenting Miniſters were ſuch Paſtors, and their Suc- 


ceſſors are to be eſteem'd as having the ſame relation to 


their Flocks. | 50 
Therefore the People were obliged in the Year 1662. to 


adhere to them, and they, and other People have been 


ever ſince obliged to ſtick to Them, and their Suc- 


ceſſors. 


This is the mighty Argument upon which you are ſo bold 


as to venture the whole Charge of Schiſzs, and this is your 
mighty 


— 
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mighty deſign in muſtering up ſo many Terms of Miniſte- 
rial Conformity to defend the Nonconformity of the Laity. Now 
if I can ſhow that there are ſeveral Things abſolutely ne- 
ceſſary to be prov'd, before this Argument can do you any 
Service, and ſome of theſe ſuch as can never be prov'd (as I 
believe) then it will appear that the Challenge you here 
make is not very prudent, and that ſo great a Man as Biſho 
Stilling fleet cannot be ſuppos'd to have wav'd the Conlidera- 
tion of the Caſe of your Miziſters, becauſe he thought your 
Argument for Separation taken from thence was unanſwe- 
rable, as you inſinuate. The principal Things which you 
maſt prove, before this Argument can do you any Service, 
are theſe, which you have all this while aten for granted. 
1. That your Miniſters were truly the Paſtors of the People, 
whereas it muſt be granted, that they who had a better Title 
to this, had been violently ejected, before your Miniſters could 
pretend to be their Paſtors; and therefore, if you will not al- 
low them who ſucceed your ejected Miniſters, to be truly their 
Paſtors, how can you think your Miniſters truly their Pa- 
ſtors, who ſucceeded the ejected Biſhops? 2. That the Terms 
required of them were anreaſonable, which I have endea- 
vour'd to ſhow they were not. 3. That ſuppoſing they 
thought them Anreaſonable, it had been a Sin in them to have 
forborn the publick Exerciſe of their Miniſtry, and was fo 
in thoſe who did it. Or, That it had been a Sin in them, if 
inſtead of ſetting up ſeparate Congregations, they had con- 
form'd themſelves as Laymen, and employ'd all their Abili- 
ties in their Converſation to have made Men betrer Chri- 
ſtians, and have hinder'd theſe Heats and Diviſions amongſt 
us. 4. That their People did really ſtick to them, becauſe 
they were perluaded they were their true Paſtors, and not 


| | for Edification, not becauſe they lik'd their Way, their Voice, 


their manner of Preaching better than the Conformiſts, for, 
if they did not adhere to them upon this Principle, this Ar- 
gument ſignifies nothing to their Vindication ; and if any c- 
ther Reaſon (as, the liking others better, or the ous of 
3 | = better 
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better Edification ) will excuſe them, then you can never prove, 
that they Sind who forſook your ejected Miniſters, and join'd 
with the Conformiſts (as you ſay they did) for the ſame Ex- 
cuſe will ſerve for them, ſuppoſing they forſook their true 
Paſtors. 5. That your Miniſters did not, many of them, 
themſelves recommend to their People (at their parting) At- 
tendance and Reſpect to thoſe who were to come in their 
room, and adviſed them againſt Diſſenſions and Separations : 
Or, that they Sin'd in doing this. 6. That the People to 
whom the ejected Miniſters preach'd, and of whom their 
Congregations were made up, were none but ſuch as were 
their Flock before, to whom they had contracted the rela- 
tion of Paſtors : Otherwiſe this Argument ſignifies nothing; 
and I dare ſay this is falſe of ev'ry particular diſſenting Con- 
gregation in the whole Land. 7. That theſe Miniſters not 
only were obliged in Duty to take care of their People, but 
were alſo obliged to ordain others to ſucceed them in this /e- 
parate Miniſtry, which is not at all plain. 8. That Tow who 
were ordain'd by theſe Miniſters, and ſucceed them in their 
Miniſtry, have the ſame People to whom they had the relation 
of Paſtors when they were ejected; or, if not the very ſame, 
yet ſuch as They would have that {ame relation to, were 
they alive; or, that the relation you have to your Corprega- 
tions now is all founded upon the rela- ion your Predeceſſors had 
to theſe ſame Congregations when they were ejected. You 
know that any Perſons are taken into your Congregations, 
whenceſoever they come, and whatſoever Paſtor they have a 
relation already to: And yet you talk here, as if you plac'd 
the whole Strength of your Cauſe upon the indiffolvible re- 
lation between the Paſtor and his People. Theſe Things, 
and ſeveral others muſt be plainly proved, before this Argu- 
ment can do you any Service, and thefe are too material 
Things for Jo to take for granted, or, for Vs to grant, 
without the leaſt ſhadow of a Proof. But, 
Thiraly, 1 will ſhow that if the Principles upon which you 
argue are true, they make very much againſt your Selves: 
and that briefly thus. It. 
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Tt is ſinful in the People to forſake their Paſtors, illegally, 
and violently ejected. The Biſhops and Presbyters which 
were ſettled in the Land, before your Miniſters, were 
their Paſtors, and unlawfully ejected. Therefore, the 
People were bound to adhere to them, were bound not 
to join with your Miniſters, who came into their Places, 
and if they had join'd with them, to return to their 
Biſhops, when they were reſtored. 

If Joa had this relation to the People, how much more 
They, who were ejected before you? If Toa were anlamfully 
ejected, how much more They? If your Relation to the Peo- 
ple could not be diſſolved by your being ejected, how come 


| Theirs to be difſolved? Or, will you not ſuffer the ſame Prin- 
ciples to be good, when they are urg'd 4 your ſelves, 


which you magnify ſo, when you urge them for your ſelves ? 
So much for your Second Argument. 8 

What follows, p. 117. is what the impartial Reader will 
acknowledge may juſtly be call'd a very rude, vain and 
ſenſeleſs Threatning, and therefore deſerves no farther Con- 


{ideration. 1 3 | 
Tour Third Argument is taken from the Canons, which, you 


ſay, force you away from the Church. But, 1. If a Church has 
any Authority to preſcribe any Forms and Ceremonies, cer- 
tainly it has Authority to preſerve them from being openly 


revil'd, abuſed, and reproach'd. 2. Whatever you fay, 
- Theſe Canons were made againſt none but ſuch as reproach 


our Conſtitution, and are obſtinate in affirming theſe Things to 
the diſturbance of the Peace and Quiet of the Church, not 
againſt thoſe, who only think ſome Things 1n it had better 


be alter'd, or declare it, with due Reſpect, upon a geod 
| occaſion. You ſay the Croſs in Baptiſm is anlamful. I con- 


feſs I never ſaw an Argument againſt it yet, that I ſhould = 
think could poſſibly determine a wiſe Man to think fo; and 

Toa do not attempt to tell us what makes o think ſo. You 
talk of Lay-Chancellors, and their laying about them, as if you 


had never troubled your ſelf to enquire any thing of the Mat- 
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ter, but was reſolv'd to aggravate it as much as poſſible. 
You ſay, You find no ſuch Biſhop as ours in Scripture, &c, But 
can all your Heads put together ſhow that ſuch a Superiority 
of one over many Presbyters, as we maintain, is repugnant to 
the Word of God, which is the Point before us now ? And 
ſuppoſing you think all this, are theſe ſuch great Grievances, 
that you muſt ſacrifice the Peace of the Church to your Zeal 
againſt them ? 4. Did the Perſons you pretend to follow, 
in whoſe time theſe Canons were made, think them any Ar- 
gument for ſetting up diſtinct and ſeparate Churches? Did 
they not rejoyce in ſuch a Charch as ours, and always plead 
for tolerating what you could not amend init? 5. Is not this 
Excommunication,, as it ſtands in the Canons, as good an Ar- 
gument againſt Occaſional Communion, as Conſtant? And if 
you cannot communicate with us conſtantiy, as you here pre- 
tend, becauſe you are excommunicated, how can you commu— 
nicate with us occaſzo-ally? Yet you ſeem to plead for that, 
and at the ſame time make this Argument from the Canons 
alone ſufficient to prove you cannot have Communion with us. 
To what you quote under this Head from Dr. Sherlock, you 
ſhould have added the Words that immediately follow in 
him, viz. But this I ſubmit to the Judgment of my Superiors, 
and then the Reader would neither have wonder'd at what 
he ſays, nor at your unfair dealing with him. 

For your Fourth Argument you urge the State of Church. 
Diſcipline among ſt us. But, 1. If there is any defect in this, 
you may urge it, and plead againſt it, and complain of it, 
with the Authority of the Church on your ſide, and perhaps 
more effectually, without dividing your ſelves into ſeparate 
Churches. 2. What great Diſcipline have Tow among you, 
which we want? Is it exercis'd better, and more to the ad- 
vantage of Chriſtians in all your ſeparate Churches, than it 
may be at this day by a Miniſter in the Church of England, 
who honeſtly doth his Duty? 3. This is not a good Argu- 
ment, There is a defect in the Diſcipline of this Eſtabliſbd 
Church, therefore I may lawfully ſet up, and encourage ſeparate A.- 

OD 5 ſemblies, 
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ſemblies, and divide the Communions and Hearts of Chriſtians; 
yet you make the People believe it is. 4. As for the reſolute oppo 
ſition to Chriſtian Diſcipline in this Church you ſpeak of, I. 
dare ſay this is a Device of your own. However, you may 
by Conforming make a Party againſt this prevailing Party you 
ſpeak of, and pray, and write for a Reformation in this with 
greater Succeſs, than in the way you have took: And that, 
without ſinfally giving up what your Fathers thought worth con- 
tending for, tho you pretend you cannot. To contend for 
Diſciplinè is one thing, and to divide the Church for it is ano» 
ther, the one commendable, the other inexcuſable; much 
more, to divide from a Church for it, and yet want it as 
much as that Church does too. And if your Fathers thought 
Diſcipline worth purchaſing at this Price, I dare ſay, your 
Grandfathers did not. 


The CONCLUSION 


OUR Concluſion conſiſts of Three Ihings, which, I. 
{uppoſe, you think very conſiderable, and therefore I. 
ſhall examine them. | . 
1. To the Firi#. By the Poſition you mention, we mean 

that where there is a Church of Christ ſettled, there we are 
not to ſeparate from the Communion of it, if we can enjoy 
it without Sinning, under the pretence of a better Church, 
or greater Edification, or any ſuch Plea; becauſe this lays a 
Foundation for eternal Diviſions: Nor ſhould 90% above all 
Men, inſinuate that the People may do this, who have before 
lo peremptorily concluded all thoſe to have Sinned, who for- 
look your ejected Miniſters, and join'd with the Conformiits 
in 1661. tor this one Reaſan, becauſe They were their Pa- 
tors, and a relation contracted between the People and Them, 


Now, if the People may go from their Paffors under pre- 
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tence of a better Church, and better Edification, let one who 
forſook your Miniſters then, argue thus, I join d with the Con- 
formiſts, for the ſake of what I account a better Church, and better 
Edification. And if you allow this, what ſignifies all your 
Second Argument? If you do not allow it in Him, why do 
you here allow it in your own People? Either the one Plea or 
the other muſt be laid afide. But were they both good and 
conſiſtent Arguments, as you have faiPd in the one, ſo 1 am 
certain you would in the other, vis. If you went about to 
ſhew better Churches, and better Ediſication among Jou, than 
among Us. As to the former, you would name one Church, 
another Diſſenter would name another, and fo the People mult 
be diſtracted for ever. As to the latter, you muſt know, 
that there is nothing ſo abſurd, ſo uſeleſs, ſo contrary to the 
main deſign of the Goſpel, but that great numbers of the Peo- 
ple can be pleasd with it better than with grave, ſubſtantial, 


reaſonable Inſtrutions , and miſtake it for better Edifica- 


ion. | | N 
To your Second. The Argument we urge you with is 
this. If you can communicate with us upon ſome Occaſi.- 
ons, and join with us in our Religious Offices now and then, 
it is your Dat) to join with us always, and a Sin to divide 
into ſeparate Communions, That is, it is your Duty to con- 
ſult the Beauty and Peace of the Church, ſince you can do it 
by doing that always which you think very lawful to do 
ſometimes: and it is a Sin to deform and diſturb the Church 
by Separation, ſince you may enjoy Communion in Religious 
Offices without ſinning againſt your Conſciences. Now you 
iuvert this Argument, and ask Us how this looks? Conſtant 
Communion with the Church of England is a Sin, therefore ſo 
Occaſional. I do not ſee but that it looks very well, and the 
Conſequence what we grant. Conſtant Communion is only 
doing always what you do ſometimes, if you exerciſe Occaſion 
Communion. Now, as the lawfulneſs of doing this Action 
once proves (as we think) the Lawfulneſs, and therefore the 
Duty, of repeating it, and doing it always; fo the uplawfur 
nels 
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neſs of doing it always, will certainly prove the unlawfulneſs 

of doing it once: And yet this will prove nothing againſt 

Vs, who deſire you to communicate with us conſtantly, and 

not now and then; but againſt your Selves, who allow Occa- 

ſonal , and condemn Conſtant Communion with us. I leave 

out that part of your Argument about Partial and Total Com- 

munion, becauſe I do not underſtand exactly what you mean, 

and becauſe your Occaſiumal Communion does, I think, fre- 
quently extend to Prayer, Hearing, and Sacraments : Which 
is ſufficient to our preſent purpoſe. 

To the Third and Laſt, IT anſwer. God grant us all 
Minds diſpoſed to Peace and Union! If you, for your parts, 
truly deſire an agreement, the beſt way of ſhowing it would 

ebe, not by Writing ſuch bitter and violent Books as thi 
bu, 1 Ae e ee Books as this, 
but by laying down your Prejudices, by ſubmitting as far as 
„you acknowledge you can without Sa, by zolerating what 
Jou cannot amend, by profeſſing ſincerely to your People, 
that the Terms of Communion required of them are lawful, 
0 and arguing as you would argue if % were the Eſtabliſb d 
Church. This would be an eaſy Step towards Peace, for 
0 ſome of you. But the Buſineſs of Alterations is difficult and 
hazardous, not to be done in anſwer to all your Demands 
1 without making this Church the Scorn and Deriſion of all 
: Fo about it, and as odd a Conſtitution, as the various and unac- 
» © countable Fancies of our ſeveral Diſſeaters muſt make it; 
1 ö that is, without giving much juſter occaſion for Separation 
oui than any you can plead now. If any ſuch thing is ever at- 
tempted, it mult be founded wholly upon a Principle of - 
ing the Church in it ſelf better, and more perfect, at leaſt, not 
worſe, and more imperfect, And it cannot be expected that 
the Meaſures for doing this ſhould be taken from the Mi- 
ſtakes and Prejudices of Enemies, but from the ſerious C6un- 
ſels of thoſe whoſe Buſineſs it is to conſider, and conſult the 
Beauty, Advantage, and true Intereſt of it. 


Thus 
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